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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant-Appellant. 
Supreme Court Case No. 43621 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL 
Appeal from the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District, in and for the County of Ada. 
HONORABLE JASON D. SCOTT 
STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
LAWRENCE G. WASDEN 
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
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Date: 11/24/2015 Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County User: TCWEGEKE 
Time: 09:37 AM ROA Report 
Page 1 of 10 Case: CR-FE-2013-0002326 Current Judge: Jason D. Scott 
Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Nathan 
State of Idaho vs. Shawn Nathan Fisher 
Date Code User Judge 
2/20/2013 NCRF PRHARRSK New Case Filed - Felony Magistrate Court Clerk 
PROS PRHARRSK Prosecutor assigned Ada County Prosecutor Magistrate Court Clerk 
CRCO TCMCCOSL Criminal Complaint Magistrate Court Clerk 
HRSC TCMCCOSL Hearing Scheduled (Video Arraignment John Hawley Jr. 
02/20/2013 01 :30 PM) 
ARRN TCFINNDE Hearing result for Video Arraignment scheduled John Hawley Jr. 
on 02/20/2013 01 :30 PM: Arraignment/ First 
Appearance 
CHGA TCFINNDE Judge Change: Administrative Michael Oths 
ORPD TCFINNDE Order Appointing Public Defender Ada County Michael Oths 
Public Defender 
[on the record in open court] 
HRSC TCFINNDE Hearing Scheduled (Preliminary 03/06/2013 Michael Oths 
08:30 AM) 
BSET TCFINNDE BOND SET: at 500000.00 - (118-907 Michael Oths 
Battery-Aggravated) 
CRNC TCFINNDE No Contact Order: Criminal No Contact Order John Hawley Jr. 
Filed Expiration Days: 730 Expiration Date: 
2/20/2015 
ORPD MADEFRJM Order Appointing Public Defender Michael Oths 
[file stamped 02/21/2013) 
2/21/2013 PROS PRABERLC Prosecutor assigned John S Dinger Michael Oths 
2/22/2013 MFBR TCTONGES Motion For Bond Reduction Michael Oths 
NOHG TCTONGES Notice Of Hearing Michael Oths 
RQDD TCTONGES Defendant's Request for Discovery Michael Oths 
3/1/2013 ORMR CCMANLHR Order For Delivery of Medical Records John Hawley Jr. 
Document sealed 
ORMR CCMANLHR Order For Delivery of Medical Records John Hawley Jr. 
Document sealed 
ORMR CCMANLHR Order For Delivery of Medical Records John Hawley Jr. 
ORMR CCMANLHR Order For Delivery of Medical Records John Hawley Jr. 
3/4/2013 PHRD. TCTONGES Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Michael Oths 
Discovery and Objections 
3/6/2013 CONT CCMANLHR Continued (Preliminary 04/17/2013 08:30 AM) Michael Oths 
NOTH CCMANLHR Notice Of Hearing Michael Oths 
3/21/2013 MOTN TCCHRIKE Motion to Allow Access to Defendant at the Ada Michael Oths 
Counrty Jail 
3/26/2013 ORDR CCMANLHR Order Allowing Access to Defendant at the Ada Richard Schmidt 
County Jail 
4/5/2013 PHRD TCTONGES Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Michael Oths 
Discovery and Objections 
I 2nd 
4/9/2013 INDT TCMCCOSL Indictment Ronald J. Wilper 
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Date: 11/24/2015 Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County User: TCWEGEKE 
Time: 09:37 AM ROA Report 
Page 2 of 10 Case: CR-FE-2013-0002326 Current Judge: Jason D. Scott 
Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Nathan 
State of Idaho vs. Shawn Nathan Fisher 
Date Code User Judge 
4/9/2013 CHGA TCMCCOSL Judge Change: Administrative Ronald J. Wilper 
HRVC TCMCCOSL Hearing result for Preliminary scheduled on Michael Oths 
04/17/2013 08:30 AM: Hearing Vacated 
HRSC TCMCCOSL Hearing Scheduled (Arraignment 04/16/2013 Ronald J. Wilper 
09:00AM) 
WARI TCMCCOSL Warrant Issued - Arrest Bond amount: .00 Ronald J. Wilper 
Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Nathan 
XSEA TCMCCOSL Case Sealed Ronald J. Wilper 
STAT TCMCCOSL STATUS CHANGED: Inactive Ronald J. Wilper 
4/11/2013 WART TCMCCOSL Warrant Returned Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Ronald J. Wilper 
Nathan 
XUNS TCMCCOSL Case Un-sealed Ronald J. Wilper 
STAT TCMCCOSL STATUS CHANGED: Pending Ronald J. Wilper 
BOOK TCMCCOSL Booked into Jail on: Ronald J. Wilper 
HRSC TCMCCOSL Hearing Scheduled (Video Arraignment John Hawley Jr. 
04/11/2013 01:30 PM) 
ARRN TCFINNDE Hearing result for Video Arraignment scheduled John Hawley Jr. 
on 04/11/2013 01 :30 PM: Arraignment/ First 
Appearance 
ORPD MAHOLMSM Order Appointing Public Defender Ronald J. Wilper 
4/16/2013 ORDR DCJOHNSI Order Approving Broadcast Ronald J. Wilper 
DCAR DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Arraignment scheduled on Ronald J. Wilper 
04/16/2013 09:00 AM: District Court 
Arraignment- Court Reporter:cromwell 
Number of Pages:50 
MOTN TCCHRIKE Motion for Grand Jury Transcript Ronald J. Wilper 
HRSC DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Entry of Plea 04/30/2013 Ronald J. Wilper 
09:00 AM) 
4/17/2013 ORDR DCJOHNSI Order for Transcript Ronald J. Wilper 
4/18/2013 NOPT TCTONGES Notice of Preparation of Transcript Ronald J. Wilper 
4/19/2013 RQDS TCTONGES State/City Request for Discovery Ronald J. Wilper 
MOTN TCCHRIKE Motion for Mental Evaluation Ronald J. Wilper 
4/30/2013 MISC DCJOHNSI Request and Approval for Media Ronald J. Wilper 
DCHH DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Entry of Plea scheduled on Ronald J. Wilper 
04/30/2013 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hell 
Court Reporter: cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated:50 
HRSC DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Review 06/11/2013 09:00 Ronald J. Wilper 
AM) 
ORDR DCJOHNSI Order for Mental Eval/ Access/ Funds Ronald J. Wilper 
5/10/2013 HRSC DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Review 05/14/2013 09:00 Ronald J. Wilper 
AM) 
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Date: 11/24/2015 Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County User: TCWEGEKE 
Time: 09:37 AM ROA Report 
Page 3 of 10 Case: CR-FE-2013-0002326 Current Judge: Jason D. Scott 
Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Nathan 
State of Idaho vs. Shawn Nathan Fisher 
Date Code User Judge 
5/14/2013 HRVC DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Review scheduled on Ronald J. Wilper 
06/11/2013 09:00 AM: Hearing Vacated 
DCHH DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Review scheduled on Ronald J. Wilper 
05/14/2013 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hele 
Court Reporter: cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated:50 
PLEA DCJOHNSI A Plea is entered for charge: - NG (118-4001-1 Ronald J. Wilper 
Murder I) 
PLEA DCJOHNSI A Plea is entered for charge: - NG (118-907(1 )(8) Ronald J. Wilper 
Battery-Aggravated (Use Deadly Weapon or 
Instrument)) 
PLEA DCJOHNSI A Plea is entered for charge: - NG (I 18-905(A) Ronald J. Wilper 
Assault-Aggravated (With Deadly Weapon or 
Instrument)) 
PLEA DCJOHNSI A Plea is entered for charge: - NG (137-2732(c)(1) Ronald J. Wilper 
{F} Controlled Substance-Possession of) 
PLEA DCJOHNSI A Plea is entered for charge: - NG (119-2520 Ronald J. Wilper 
Enhancement-Use of a Deadly Weapon in 
Commission of a Felony) 
PLEA DCJOHNSI A Plea is entered for charge: - NG (137-2732(c)(3) Ronald J. Wilper 
{M} Controlled Substance-Possession of) 
PLEA, DCJOHNSI A Plea is entered for charge: - NG (118-705 Ronald J. Wilper 
Arrests & Seizures-Resisting or Obstructing 
Officers) 
HRSC. DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 09/11/2013 09:00 Ronald J. Wilper 
AM) 
HRSC DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference Ronald J. Wilper 
09/03/2013 11 :00 AM) 
5/15/2013 NOTC DCJOHNSI Notice of Jury Trial Ronald J. Wilper 
6/17/2013 TRAN TCTONGES Transcript Filed Ronald J. Wilper 
6/25/2013 RSDS TCOLSOMC State/City Response to Discovery Ronald J. Wilper 
7/8/2013 MOTT TCCHRIKE Motion To Transport Ronald J. Wilper 
' 
7/10/2013 ORDR DCJOHNSI Order to Transport Ronald J. Wilper 
7/17/2013 STIP TCOLSOMC Stipulation to Set Compentecy Hearing Ronald J. Wilper 
7/18/2013 ORDR DCJOHNSI Order Allowing Access to Def. Ronald J. Wilper 
ORDR DCJOHNSI Order for Delivery of Medical Records Ronald J. Wilper 
7/19/2013 RSDD TCROMENI Defendant's Response to Discovery Ronald J. Wilper 
7/22/2013 HRSC DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Status 07/25/2013 03:oq Ronald J. Wilper 
PM) 
7/25/2013 DCHH· DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Status scheduled on Ronald J. Wilper 
07/25/2013 03:00 PM: District Court Hearing Heh 
Court Reporter: cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated:50 
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Date: 11/24/2015 Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County User: TCWEGEKE 
Time: 09:37 AM ROA Report 
Page 4 of 10 Case: CR-FE-2013-0002326 Current Judge: Jason D. Scott 
Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Nathan 
State of Idaho vs. Shawn Nathan Fisher 
Date Code User Judge 
7/25/2013 HRVC DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled Ronald J. Wilper 
on 09/03/2013 11 :00 AM: Hearing Vacated 
8/6/2013 RQDS TCCHRIKE State/City Request for Discovery I Specific Ronald J. Wilper 
8/14/2013 HRSC DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Ronald J. Wilper 
09/12/2013 09:00 AM) Competency Hearing Day 
2 
MOTS TCCHRIKE Motion to Suppress Ronald J. Wilper 
MDIS TCCHRIKE Motion To Dismiss Indictment Ronald J. Wilper 
8/19/2013 RSDS TCCHRIKE State/City Response to Discovery I Addendum Ronald J. Wilper 
8/30/2013 RSDD TCROMENI Defendant's Response to Discovery/ Second Ronald J. Wilper 
9/3/2013 RQDS TCCHRIKE State/City Request for Discovery I Specific Ronald J. Wilper 
9/4/2013 MOTN TCTONGES Motion to Compel & Alternative Motion for Special Ronald J. Wilper 
Procedures 
MEMO TCTONGES Memorandum in Support of Motion to Compel & Ronald J. Wilper 
Alternative Motion for Special Procedures 
MOTN TCTONGES Motion to Shorten Time Ronald J. Wilper 
HRSC DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Ronald J. Wilper 
09/05/2013 11 :30 AM) Motion to Compel 
9/5/2013 DCHH DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled Ronald J. Wilper 
on 09/05/2013 11 :30 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: Motion to Compel-SO 
9/6/2013 RQDD TCTONGES Defendant's Request for Discovery Ronald J. Wilper 
9/9/2013 RSDS TCCHRIKE State/City Response to Discovery I Second Ronald J. Wilper 
Addendum 
9/11/2013 DCHH DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled Ronald J. Wilper 
on 09/11/2013 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: Competency Hearing- all day 
hearing-400 
RSDD TCTONGES Defendant's Response to Discovery Ronald J. Wilper 
9/12/2013 DCHH DCJOHNSI Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled Ronald J. Wilper 
on 09/12/2013 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: Competency Hearing Day 2-400 
HRSC DCJOHNSI Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Ronald J. Wilper 
09/18/2013 09:00 AM) Competency Hearing day : 
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Date: 11/24/2015 
Time: 09:37 AM 
Page 5 of 10 
Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CR-FE-2013-0002326 Current Judge: Jason D. Scott 
Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Nathan 
User: TCWEGEKE 
State of Idaho vs. Shawn Nathan Fisher 
Date 
9/18/2013 
9/23/2013 
10/3/2013 
10/10/2013 
12/20/2013 
1/15/2014 
3/4/2014 
3/11/2014 
3/12/2014 
3/19/2014 
3/20/2014 
3/24/2014 
4/7/2014 
4/8/2014 
Code 
DCHH 
MISC 
MISC 
DEOP 
DEOP 
NOTC 
RSDS 
ORDR 
NOTC 
ORDR 
HRSC 
DCHH 
HRSC 
MOTN 
ORDR 
CONT 
ORTR 
DCHH 
User 
DCJOHNSI 
TCTONGES 
TCCHRIKE 
DCABBOSM 
DCABBOSM 
TCCHRIKE 
TCLANGAJ 
DCJOHNSI 
DCJOHNSI 
DCJOHNSI 
DCJOHNSI 
CCAMESLC 
CCAMESLC 
Judge 
Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled Ronald J. Wilper 
on 09/18/2013 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: Competency Hearing day 3-50 
State's Closing Brief RE: IC ss 18-212 Ronald J. Wilper 
Competency Hearing 
Defense Closing Arguments Re Competency 
Hearing 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Memorandum Decision and Order Re: Ronald J. Wilper 
Competency 
Amended Memorandum Decision and Order re: Ronald J. Wilper 
Competency 
Notice of Approval of Admission into Idaho Ronald J. Wilper 
Security Medical Program 
State/City Response to Discovery/Third Ronald J. Wilper 
Addendum 
Order Continuing Commitment Ronald J. Wilper 
Notice of Scheduling Conf Ronald J. Wilper 
Order to Transport Ronald J. Wilper 
Hearing Scheduled (Status 03/11/201411:00 Ronald J. Wilper 
AM) 
Hearing result for Status scheduled on Ronald J. Wilper 
03/11/2014 11 :00 AM: District Court Hearing Hele 
Court Reporter: Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: 25 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled 
04/11/2014 11 :00 AM) 
Ronald J. Wilper 
TCCHRIKE Motion to Reconsider Re-Assignment to New 
Judge 
Ronald J. Wilper 
Jason D. Scott 
Jason D. Scott 
Jason D. Scott 
TCEDWAAM Order Denying Motion to Reconsider 
Reassignment to New Judge 
CCCHILER Notice of Reassignment 
DCOATMAD Continued (Hearing Scheduled 04/08/2014 
09:30 AM) 
Notice Resetting Hearing 4/8/14 at 9;30 Jason D. Scott DCOATMAD 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
Order To Transport Jason D. Scott 
Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled Jason D. Scott 
on 04/08/2014 09:30 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Dianne Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
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Date: 11/24/2015 
Time: 09:37 AM 
Page 6 of 10 
Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada· County 
ROA Report 
Case: CR-FE-2013-0002326 Current Judge: Jason D. Scott 
Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Nathan 
User: TCWEGEKE 
State of Idaho vs. Shawn Nathan Fisher 
Date 
4/8/2014 
4/15/2014 
4/18/2014 
5/5/2014 
5/6/2014 
5/12/2014 
5/13/2014 
5/19/2014 
5/29/2014 
6/23/2014 
6/30/2014 
7/14/2014 
Code 
HRSC 
ORTR 
NOTC 
RQDS 
MOTN 
NOHG 
HRSC 
ORTR 
RSDD 
RSDD 
NOTC 
DCHH 
ORDR 
DCHH 
HRSC 
ORTR 
DCHH 
MOTN 
ORDR 
APFC 
MOTN 
User 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
TCCHRIKE 
TCWRIGSA 
TCCHRIKE 
TCCHRIKE 
TCCHRIKE 
CCSTOKSN 
TCCHRIKE 
TCCHRIKE 
TCLANGAJ 
CCSTOKSN 
DCABBOSM 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled 
06/23/2014 09:00 AM) 3 days 
Order To Transport (6/23-6/25 @ 9AM) 
Judge 
Jason D. Scott 
Jason D. Scott 
Notice Pursuant to I.C. ss 18-212(1) Contesting Jason D. Scott 
Competency 
State/City Request for Discovery/ 3rd Specific Jason D. Scott 
Motionfor the Production of Documents Jason D. Scott 
Notice Of Hearing(05/16/14@10AM) 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled 
05/16/2014 10:00 AM) 
Jason D. Scott 
Jason D. Scott 
Order To Transport Jason D. Scott 
Defendant's Response to Discovery Jason D. Scott 
Defendant's Response to Discovery Jason D. Scott 
Notice of Discharge from Idaho Security Medical Jason D. Scott 
Program 
Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled Jason D. Scott 
on 05/16/2014 10:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Dianne Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: <50 
Order for the Production of Documents Jason D. Scott 
Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled Jason D. Scott 
on 06/23/2014 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Dianne Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: <50 [ (3 day mtn hearing)] 
Hearing Scheduled (Status 06/30/2014 04:00 Jason D. Scott 
PM) 
TCWEGEKE Order To Transport Jason D. Scott 
CCSTOKSN Hearing result for Status scheduled on Jason D. Scott 
06/30/2014 04:30 PM: District Court Hearing Hel< 
Court Reporter: D. Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: <50 
TCWEGEKE Motion for Appointment of Designated Examiner Jason D. Scott 
and Examination 
TCWEGEKE Order for Appointment of Designated Examiner Jason D. Scott 
and Examination 
TCLANGAJ Application For Commitment of the Mentally Ill Jason D. Scott 
Under IC 66-329 
TCLANGAJ Motion for Appointment of two (2) Designated 
Examiners Pursuant to IC 66-329 (4) 
Jason D. Scott 
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Date: 11/24/2015 Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County User: TCWEGEKE 
Time: 09:37 AM ROA Report 
Page 7 of 10 Case: CR-FE-2013-0002326 Current Judge: Jason D. Scott 
Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Nathan 
State of Idaho vs. Shawn Nathan Fisher 
Date Code User Judge 
7/15/2014 ORDR CCSTOKSN Order for Apointment of Two Designated Jason D. Scott 
Examiners 
7/23/2014 RSDS TCCHRIKE State/City Response to Discovery I 4th Jason D. Scott 
Addendum 
8/20/2014 RSDS TCCHRIKE State/City Response to Discovery I 5th Jason D. Scott 
Addendum 
9/12/2014 HRSC CCSTOKSN Hearing Scheduled (Status Conference Jason D. Scott 
09/18/2014 02:00 PM) 
ORTR CCSTOKSN Order To Transport Jason D. Scott 
9/18/2014 MDIS TCLANGAJ Motion To Dismiss Application for Commitment Jason D. Scott 
and Motion for Examination of Defendant 
Pursuant to IC 18-211 
DCHH CCSTOKSN Hearing result for Status Conference scheduled Jason D. Scott 
on 09/18/2014 02:00 PM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: <50 
HRSC CCSTOKSN Hearing Scheduled (Status Conference Jason D. Scott 
09/26/2014 11 :30 AM) 
ORTR CCSTOKSN Order To Transport Jason D. Scott 
9/26/2014 DCHH CCSTOKSN Hearing result for Status Conference scheduled Jason D. Scott 
on 09/26/2014 11 :30 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: <50 
ORDR CCSTOKSN Order Dismissing Application for Commitment Jason D. Scott 
and Order for Examination of Defendant Pursuant 
to 18-211 
10/28/2014 RSDS TCOLSOMC State/City Response to Discovery I Sixth Jason D. Scott 
Addendum 
11/21/2014 ORDR CCSTOKSN Order Allowing Access to Defendant Jason D. Scott 
1/26/2015 NOHG TCLANGAJ Notice Of Hearing (1/30/15) Jason D. Scott 
HRSC TCLANGAJ Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Jason D. Scott 
01/30/2015 11 :00 AM) 
1/27/2015 ORTR TCWEGEKE Order To Transport Jason D. Scott 
1/30/2015 DCHH CCSTOKSN Hearing result for Status Conference scheduled Jason D. Scott 
on 01/30/2015 11 :00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: <50 
2/4/2015 HRSC CCSTOKSN Hearing Scheduled (Status Conference Jason D. Scott 
02/06/2015 11 :00 AM) 
000009
Date: 11/24/2015 
Time: 09:37 AM 
Page 8 of 10 
Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CR-FE-2013-0002326 Current Judge: Jason D. Scott 
Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Nathan 
User: TCWEGEKE 
State of Idaho vs. Shawn Nathan Fisher 
Date Code User Judge 
2/6/2015 DCHH CCSTOKSN Hearing result for Status Conference scheduled Jason D. Scott 
on 02/06/2015 11 :00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: <50 
ORDR TCWEGEKE Order Governing Further Criminal Proceedings Jason D. Scott 
and Notice of Trial Setting 
2/9/2015 HRSC CCSTOKSN Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference Jason D. Scott 
08/21/201511:00 AM) 
HRSC CCSTOKSN Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 09/21/2015 08:30 Jason D. Scott 
AM) 30 days 
2/17/2015 ORDR CCSTOKSN Order Terminating Commitment Pursuant to Jason D. Scott 
18-212 
2/20/2015 NINT TCOLSOMC Notice Of Intent to Produce Evidence Pursuant to Jason D. Scott 
IC 18-207 
3/10/2015 RSDS TCWRIGSA State/City Response to Discovery/ Seventh Jason D. Scott 
Addendum 
5/15/2015 · MOTN TCCHRIKE Motion to Declare IC ss 18-207 and Repeal of IC Jason D. Scott 
ss 18-208,209 Unconstitutional 
MEMO TCCHRIKE Memorandum Jason D. Scott 
5/29/2015 MOTN TCKEENMM State's Motion for Access to Defendant by Mental Jason D. Scott 
Health Experts and Motion for Scheduling Order 
MISC TCKEENMM State's Response to Defendant's Motion to Jason D. Scott 
Declare I.C. 18-207 and Repeal of I.C. 18-208, 
209 Unconstitution 
6/8/2015 NOHG TCOLSOMC Notice Of Hearing (6-17 @10a) Jason D. Scott 
HRSC TCOLSOMC Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Jason D. Scott 
06/17/2015 10:00 AM) 
6/17/2015 DCHH CCSTOKSN Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled Jason D. Scott 
on 06/17/2015 10:00 AM: District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: <100 
HRSC CCSTOKSN Hearing Scheduled (Change of Plea 07/01/2015 Jason D. Scott 
10:00 AM) 
7/1/2015 REDU CCSTOKSN Charge Reduced Or Amended (118-4001-11 Jason D. Scott 
Murder II) 
PLEA CCSTOKSN A Plea is entered for charge: - GT (118-4001-11 Jason D. Scott 
Murder II) 
DCHH CCSTOKSN Hearing result for Change of Plea scheduled on Jason D. Scott 
07/01/2015 10:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hele 
Court Reporter: Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: <50 
PSI01 CCSTOKSN Pre-Sentence Investigation Evaluation Ordered Jason D. Scott 
000010
Date: 11/24/2015 
Time: 09:37 AM 
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Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CR-FE-2013-0002326 Current Judge: Jason D. Scott 
Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Nathan 
User: TCWEGEKE 
State of Idaho vs. Shawn Nathan Fisher 
Date 
7/1/2015 
9/24/2015 
9/30/2015 
Code 
GPA 
STIP 
AINF. 
HRVC 
HRVC 
HRSC 
OBJE 
DCHH 
RESR 
RESR 
JAIL 
COPT 
DSBC 
DSBC 
DSBC 
DSBC 
DSBC 
DSBC 
FIGT 
STAT 
JAIL 
JCOC 
ORDR 
User 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
TCCHRIKE 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
CCSTOKSN 
DCDUMOKA 
DCDUMOKA 
Judge 
Guilty Plea Advisory Jason D. Scott 
Stipulation for Plea Agreement Jason D. Scott 
Amended Information Jason D. Scott 
Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled Jason D. Scott 
on 08/21/201511:00AM: Hearing Vacated 
Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on Jason D. Scott 
09/21/2015 08:30 AM: Hearing Vacated 30 days 
Hearing Scheduled (Sentencing 09/30/2015 Jason D. Scott 
09:00AM) 
Objection to Sentencing Recommendations in Jason D. Scott 
Victim Impact Statement 
Hearing result for Sentencing scheduled on Jason D. Scott 
09/30/2015 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hele 
Court Reporter: Cromwell 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: <250 
Restitution Recommended by the Prosecutor's Jason D. Scott 
office. 408.00 victim# 1 
Restitution Recommended by the Prosecutor's Jason D. Scott 
office. 8303.84 victim # 2 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention (118-4001-11 Jason D. Scott 
Murder II) Confinement terms: Life 
Confinement Option Recorded: Life sentence. Jason D. Scott 
Dismissed by the Court (118-907(1 )(8) Jason D. Scott 
Battery-Aggravated (Use Deadly Weapon or 
Instrument)) 
Dismissed by the Court (118-905(A) Jason D. Scott 
Assault-Aggravated (With Deadly Weapon or 
Instrument)) 
Dismissed by the Court (137-2732(c)(1) {F} Jason D. Scott 
Controlled Substance-Possession of) 
Dismissed by the Court (119-2520 Jason D. Scott 
Enhancement-Use of a Deadly Weapon in 
Commission of a Felony) 
Dismissed by the Court (137-2732(c)(3) {M} Jason D. Scott 
Controlled Substance-Possession of) 
Dismissed by the Court (118-705 Arrests & Jason D. Scott 
Seizures-Resisting or Obstructing Officers) 
Finding of Guilty (118-4001-11 Murder II) Jason D. Scott 
STATUS CHANGED: closed pending clerk action Jason D. Scott 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention (118-4001-11 Jason D. Scott 
Murder II) Confinement terms: Credited time: 
954 days. 
Judgment Of Conviction & Order Of Commitment Jason D. Scott 
Order for Restitution Jason D. Scott 
000011
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Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CR-FE-2013-0002326 Current Judge: Jason D. Scott 
Defendant: Fisher, Shawn Nathan 
User: TCWEGEKE 
State of Idaho vs. Shawn Nathan Fisher 
Date 
10/9/2015 
10/16/2015 
11/24/2015 
Code 
NOTA 
APSC 
ORPD 
NOTC 
User Judge 
TCOLSOMC NOTICE OF APPEAL Jason D. Scott 
TCOLSOMC Appealed To The Supreme Court Jason D. Scott 
CCSTOKSN Order Appointing State Appellate Public Defender Jason D. Scott 
on Direct Appeal 
TCWEGEKE Notice of Transcript Lodged - Supreme Court No. Jason D. Scott 
43621 
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DR# 13-303665 
/ 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Douglas R. V arie 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
" .. , 
NO. ( 
A.M . ...., .... n_o1.,__."'~.~----
FEB 2 0 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By STORMY McCORMAC:< 
D!:PUT'/ 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NA THAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
__________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
COMPLAINT 
Fisher's DOB
Fisher's SSN: 
PERSONALLY APPEARED Before me thish day of February 2013, Douglas R. 
V arie, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, in and for the County of Ada, State of Idaho, who, 
being first duly sworn,. complains and says: that SHAWN NA THAN FISHER, on or about 
the 18th day of February, 2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did commit the crimes 
of: I. AGGRAVATED BATTERY, FELONY, LC. §18-903(a), 907(b), II. 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, FELONY, LC. §18-901(a), 905(a), III. USE OF A DEADLY 
WEAPON IN COivIMISSION OF A CR.Il\1E, FELONY, LC. § 19-2520, and IV. 
MISTREAT POLICE DOG, MISDEMEANOR, LC. §18-7039(4) as follows: 
COMPLAINT (FISHER), Page 1 
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COUNTI 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NA THAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of 
February, 2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did willfully and unlawfully use 
violence upon the person of Raymond Ellis by means of a deadly weapon or instrument , to-
wit: by ramming the stationery vehicle that Raymond Ellis was sitting in with his own 
vehicle. 
COUNT II 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NA THAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of 
February, 2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did unlawfully and with apparent 
ability, attempt to commit a violent injury upon the person of Raymond Ellis, with a deadly 
weapon, to-wit: by shooting a handgun at the moving vehicle Raymond Ellis was driving. 
COUNT III 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NA THAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of 
February, 2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did use a deadly weapon, to-wit: a 
handgun in the commission of the crime alleged in Count IL 
COUNT IV 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NA THAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of 
February, 2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did willfully and maliciously and with 
no legal justification, strike a police dog. 
COMPLAINT (FISHER), Page 2 
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. . . 
,,,. .. -i, 
All of which is contrary to the form, force and effect of the statute in such case and 
against the peace and dignity of the State of Idaho. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecutor 
Dougas R. V arie 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
SUBSCRIBED AND Sworn to before me thiJb day of February 2013. 
COMPLAINT (FISHER), Page 3 
000015
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
STATE OF IDAHO, ADA COUNTY, MAGISTRATE DIVISION 
PROBABLE CAUSE FORM 
STATE OF IDAHO 
PROSECUTOR J) . \k:u:LL 
COMPLAINING WITNESS _________ _ 
JUDGE 
D BERECZ D MacGREGOR-IRBY 
D BIETER D MANWEILER 
~ CAWTHON D McDANIEL COMSTOCK D MINDER 
D DAY D OTHS 
D GARDUNIA D REARDON 
D HARRIGFELD D STECKEL 
D HAWLEY D SWAIN 
D HICKS D WATKINS 
D 
D 
COMMENTS 
0 AGENT'S WARRANT 
D RULE 5(8) 
0 FUGITIVE 
0 MOTION & ORDER TO CONSOLIDATE 
PROBABLE CAUSE FORM 
CASENO. n5 d-O)~d"~~ 
CLERK \.\ , ~Q.n \~ 
DATE cR / d-0 I 2013 TIME lD44 
CASE ID. Ct1w~ 0;)aO\~BEG. 1 0~ 49' 
COURTROOM d!}f END l 95't:£)<=t 
STATUS 
I STATE SWORN PC FOUND COMPLAINT SIGNED AMENDED COMPLAINT SIGNED 
D AFFIDAVIT SIGNED 
D JUDICIAL NOTICE TAKEN 
D NO PC FOUND • 
D EXON ERA TE BOND 
D SUMMONS TO BE ISSUED 
D WARRANT ISSUED 
D BOND SET$ 
D NO CONTACT 
D.R.# 
i DISMISS CASE IN CUSTODY 
(REV 12-2011] 
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./ 
ADA COUNTY MAGISTRATE MINUTES 
Shawn Nathan Fisher CR-FE-2013-0002326 DOB:
Scheduled Event: Video Arraignment Wednesday, February 20, 2013 01 :30 PM 
Judge: John Hawley Jr. Clerk:-~----
Prosecuting Agency:XAC BC EA _ Ge _MC Pros: -..:\-,,L.----'~~~.qc:!,,£.]L._ ___ _ 
~ Attorney: ~~-1--J~,4,,t.!,,,Q,o'!I------
• 1 118-907 Battery-Aggravated F 
• 2 118-905 Assault-Aggravated F 
• 3 119-2520 Enhancement-Use of a Deadly Weapon in Commission of a Felony F 
• 4 118-7039 M Animals-Police Dog or Horse-Kill or Mistreat M 
/ 335.3 Case Called Defendant:,2(_ Present Not Present ~ Custody 
-X- Advised of Rights · __ Waived Rights ~D Appointed __ Waived Attorney 
__ Guilty Plea / PV Admit N/G Plea __ Advise Subsequent Penalty 
.;{ Bond $ 5JO .. ODD. "" __ ROR __ Pay I Stay __ Payment Agreement 
In Chambers PT Memo __ Written Guilty Plea 
~ {\J'1,fRiA~;--
__ No Contact Order 
c>/ (] ths 
r 
Finish Release Defendant 
/ 
CR-FE-2013-0002326 
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'NO.- . i:11.ED I ~/-\.\.i. 
M 
-
____ P.M.--.1,1-'-....,_ 
A. . 
FFR ?..0 2013 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DIST~lti 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNcfY 9~ I;) £Ro. RleH, Clerk 
By STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) 
) 
Case No.--------------.......................... --------
Reference No. Plaintiff, 
--------------vs. 
) 
~Fl=S~H=E~R~S~H~A=W=N..a....;..;N~A~TH~A~N:...:-________ ,) 
D0B ___ 1=2=/2~3/~1~97~7 __ _ SSN 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
NO CONTACT ORDER 
D AMENDED 
DR # 13-303665 
D Ada D Boise 
The above-entitled matter having come before the Court, and good cause appearing therefor, 
D GC D Meridian 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above-named defendant shall not contact (including: in person or through another person, 
or in writing or e-mail, or by telephone, pager, or facsimile) or attempt to contact, harass, follow, communicate with, or 
knowingly remain within 100 feet of: __ E=L=L=l~S ...... RA~Y"""'M"""O""'N"""'D=--=D--0 ...... N ...... N ___ E=L=L-----------------------
no exceptions 
Excepti:§(s re: , 
to contact by telephone between .m. and _.m. on------------
------- for the following purposes:----------------------D to participate in counseling/mediation 
D to provide for the exchange of children between the parties through ----.------------
D to retrieve personal necessities from the residence/protected address througl'i" ___________ _ 
D to meet with or through attorneys and/or during legal proceedings 
D to respond to emergencies involving the natural or adopted children of both parties 
D other: 
------------------------------------· 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the defendant named herein shall not go within 300 yards of the above-named person's 
residence or workplace as set forth below (provide this information only if requested by prosecution): 
21"3D LANA.'- ST~I 
Residence Address 
·t?Ol26 IQ 
Work Address 
A VIOLATION OF THIS ORDER IS A SEPARATE CRIME under Idaho Code§ 18-920, for which no bail will be set until an 
appearance before a judge. A first and second conviction for the crime of violation of a no contact order is a misdemeanor 
and is punishable by a fine not exceeding one thousand dollars ($1,000) or by imprisonment in the county jail not to exceed 
one (1) year, or both. A third conviction for violation of a no contact order within five (5) years is a felony and is punishable 
by a fine not exceeding five thousand dollars ($5,000) or by imprisonment in the state prison not to exceed five (5) years, or 
both. Further, any such violation of this order may result in the increase, revocation, or modification of the bond set in the 
underlying charge for which this no contact order was imposed. 
If there is more than one domestic violence protection order in place, the most restrictive provision will control any 
conflicting terms of any other civil or criminal protection order. 
This order may subject you to Federal prosecution under 18 U.S. Code § 922 if you possess, receive, or transport a firearm. 
THIS ORDER CAN BE MODIFIED ONLY BY A JUDGE AND WILL EXPIRE AT 11 :59 p.m. ON d-- • c)..(}, /.S-(aY ~ L OR UPON DISMISSAL OF THIS CASE, WHICHEVER FIRST OCCURS. Defendant Date Date 
Served by:---------------- Date served:--------------
NO CONTACT ORDER 0 FILE 0 ACSO 0 PROSECUTOR [REV 6-201 O] 
000018
:~.----------F-FtiiE~
1
nM.J-VJ:~·"J~Avb2,1-I!~ 
FEB 2 1 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ERIN PENA 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
MAGISTRATE DIVISION 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff. 
vs. 
) 
~ Case No: CR-FE-2013-0002326 
) NOTICE OF APPOINTMENT OF PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Shawn Nathan Fisher ) AND SETTING CASE FOR HEARING 
2420 Canal St #101 ) 
Boise, ID 83705 ))1 [;l Ada D Boise D Eagle D Garden City D Meridian 
Defendant. 'I-. 
---------'-------------
TO: Ada County Public Defender 
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that you are appointed to represent the defendant in this cause, or in the District 
Court until relieved by court order. The case is continued for: 
Preliminary .... Wednesday, March 06, 2013 .... 08:30 AM 
Judge: Michael Oths 
BONDAMOUNT: ----- The Defendant is: D In Custody D Released on Bail D ROR 
TO: The above named defendant 
IT HAS BEEN ORDERED BY THIS COURT that the defendant is to contact the Ada County Public Defender's 
Office at 200 W. Front Street, Room 1107, Boise, Idaho 83702. Telephone: (208) 287-7400. If the defendant is unable to 
post bond and obtain his/her release from jail, that the proper authorities allow the defendant to make a phone call to the 
Ada County Public Defender. 
IT HAS BEEN FURTHER ORDERED: That the parties, prior to the pre-trial conference, complete and comply with 
Rule 161.C.R. and THAT THE DEFENDANT BE PERSONALLY PRESENT AT BOTH THE PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE 
AND/ OR THE JURY TRIAL: FAILURE TO APPEAR AT EITHER THE PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE OR THE JURY 
TRIAL WILL RESULT IN A BENCH WARRANT FOR THE DEFENDANT'S ARREST. 
I hereby certify that copies of this Notice were served as f~( thisr{te Wednesd~ruary 20, 2013. 
Defendant: Mailed Hand Delivered__ Signaturi;L .([.L£~ / r/\_W-.5 b-V $?{ (_ 
Phone( ) 
Clerk/ date 
Prosecutor: Interdepartmental Mail -.Jb. 
Public Defender: Interdepartmental Mail £ 
Deputy Clerk 
000019
I 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC uEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
:~-. ~~, .... ,,__....,.Fl,,...,,Lr"""'.M======:.:: 
FEB 2 2 2013 
CHRiSTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MAURA OLSON 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION 
COMES NOW, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, the above-named defendant, by and 
through counsel AUGUST H CAHILL, Ada County Public Defender's office, and moves this 
Court for its ORDER reducing bond in the above-entitled matter upon the grounds that the bond 
is so unreasonably high that the defendant, who is an indigent person without funds, cannot post 
such a bond, and for the reason that the defendant has thereby been effectively denied their right 
to bail. 
DATED, Thursday, February 21, 2013. 
AUGUST H CAHILL 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on Thursday, February 21, 2013, I mailed a true and correct 
copy of the within instrument to: 
JOHN S DINGER 
Counsel for the State of Idaho 
by placing said same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile:· (208) 287-7409 
NO. __ ,\ 
AM. .\ 
FILED P.M ___ _ 
FEB 2 2 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MAURA OLSON 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
TO: THE STATE OF IDAHO, Plaintiff, and to JOHNS DINGER: 
YOU, AND EACH OF YOU, are hereby notified that the defendant will call for a 
hearing on MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION, now on file in the above-entitled matter, on 
Wednesday, March 06, 2013, at the hour of 08:30 AM, in the courtroom of the above-entitled 
court, or as soon thereafter as counsel may be hear~ir-·~. 
DATED, Thursday, February 21, 2013. 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on Thursday, February 21, 2013, I mailed a true and correct 
copy of the within instrument to: 
JOHNS DINGER 
Counsel for the State of Idaho 
by placing said same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
000021
r • 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC l,EFENDER NO. \ 
AM.= \ FILEO P.M ___ _ Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 FEB 2 2 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D RI 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7 409 By MAURA oi.so~H, Clerk 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
, TO: THE STATE OF IDAHO, Plaintiff, and to ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR: 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that the undersigned, pursuant to ICR 16, requests discovery 
and photocopies of the following information, evidence, and materials: 
1) All unredacted material or information within the prosecutor's possession or 
control, or which thereafter comes into his possession or control, which tends to 
negate the guilt of the accused or tends to reduce the punishment thereof. ICR 
16(a). 
2) Any unredacted, relevant written or recorded statements made by the defendant, 
or copies thereof, within the possession, custody or control of the state, the 
existence of which is known or is available to the prosecuting attorney by the 
exercise of due diligence; and also the substance of any relevant, oral statement 
made by the defendant whether before or after arrest to a peace officer, 
prosecuting attorney or the prosecuting attorney's agent; and the recorded 
testimony of the defendant before a grand jury which relates to the offense 
charged. 
3) Any unredacted, written or recorded statements of a co-defendant; and the 
substance of any relevant oral statement made by a co-defendant whether before 
or after arrest in response to interrogation by any person known by the co-
defendant to be a peace office or agent of the prosecuting attorney. 
4) Any prior criminal record of the defendant and co-defendant, if any. 
5) All unredacted documents and tangible objects as defined by ICR 16(b)(4) in the 
possession or control of the prosecutor, which are material to the defense, 
intended for use by the prosecutor or obtained from or belonging to the defendant 
or co-defendant. 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY, Page 1 
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. ,, 
6) All reports of physical or mental examinations ano · of scientific tests or 
experiments within the possession, control, or knowledge of the prosecutor, the 
existence of which is known or is available to the prosecutor by the exercise of 
due diligence. 
7) A written list of the names, addresses, records of prior felony convictions, and 
written or recorded statements of all persons having knowledge of facts of the 
case known to the prosecutor and his agents or any official involved in the 
investigatory process of the case. 
8) A written summary or report of any testimony that the state intends to introduce 
pursuant to rules 702, 703, or 705 of the Idaho Rules of Evidence at trial or 
hearing; including the witness' opinions, the facts and data for those opinions, and 
the witness' qualifications. 
9) All reports or memoranda made by police officers or investigators in connection 
with the investigation or prosecution of the case, including what are commonly 
referred to as "ticket notes." 
10) Any writing or object that may be used to refresh the memory of all persons who 
may be called as witnesses, pursuant to IRE 612. 
ll)Any and all audio and/or video recordings made by law enforcement officials 
during the course of their investigation. 
12) Any evidence, documents, or witnesses that the state discovers or could discover 
with due diligence after complying with this request. 
The undersigned further requests written compliance within 14 days of service of the 
within instrument. 
DATED, Thursday, February 21, 2013. 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on Thursday, February 21, 2013, I mailed a true and correct 
copy of the within instrument to: 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
Counsel for the State of Idaho 
by placing said same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY, Page 2 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
NO.=l 
AM. J&, ~ 
----
MAR O 1 2013 
~STOPHER D RICH Clerk By~J'.\: . ' 
(/'OEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER FOR DELIVERY OF 
MEDICAL RECORDS TO THE 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING 
ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 
PURSUANT TO THE HEALTH 
INSURANCE PORTABILITY 
AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 
AND IDAHO CODE §19-3004; 
ICR17 
This Court, upon information from the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office that 
certain medical records described herein are necessary for preparation and presentation of the 
Prosecution's case in the above-captioned matter, and the Court concluding that the medical 
records do appear to be relevant and necessary to the proper adjudication of this matter, hereby 
orders that employees or representatives of Ada County Paramedics produce all personal health 
ORDER FOR DELIVERY OF MEDICAL RECORDS TO THE ADA COUNTY 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S OFFICE PURSUANT TO THE HEALTH INSURANCE 
PORTABILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT AND IDAHO CODE §19-3004; ICR 17, 
Page I 
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information, including but not limited to any/all medical records, photographs, including eye 
photographs or scans, charts, x-rays, lab reports, skeletal and/or CT scans, other imaging and 
billing statements in their custody pertaining to Shawn Nathan Fisher, DOB  DOI 
2/18/2013, to the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office in response to a subpoena issued by 
the Prosecution in this case. The records may be generally provided in the manner set out in 
Idaho Code §9-420, except that said records are to be made available for pickup by an agent of 
the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office or law enforcement within three business days of 
the service of the subpoena, rather than be delivered to the Court. 
This Order is also intended to require that personal health information, other than just the 
described written medical records, such as information known to employees or representatives of 
Ada County Paramedics also be provided to the prosecution or criminal defense by interview 
when asked for and that those employees or representatives of Ada County Paramedics will 
testify if required. 
Any questions regarding said records should be directed to the Ada County Prosecuting 
Attorney's Office, (208) 287-7700. 
IT IS SO ORDERED this /Sr day of March, 2013. 
ORDER FOR DELIVERY OF MEDICAL RECORDS TO THE ADA COUNTY 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S OFFICE PURSUANT TO THE HEALTH INSURANCE 
PORTABILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT AND IDAHO CODE §19-3004; ICR 17, 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
:.:nm. ~ 
----
MAR O 1 2013 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER FOR DELIVERY OF 
MEDICAL RECORDS TO THE 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING 
ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 
PURSUANT TO THE HEALTH 
INSURANCE PORTABILITY 
AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 
AND IDAHO CODE §19-3004; 
ICR17 
This Court, upon information from the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office that 
certain medical records described herein are necessary for preparation and presentation of the 
Prosecution's case in the above-captioned matter, and the Court concluding that the medical 
records do appear to be relevant and necessary to the proper adjudication of this matter, hereby 
orders that employees or representatives of St. Alphonsus Regional Medical Center produce all 
ORDER FOR DELIVERY OF MEDICAL RECORDS TO THE ADA COUNTY 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S OFFICE PURSUANT TO THE HEALTH INSURANCE 
PORTABILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT AND IDAHO CODE §19-3004; ICR 17, 
Page 1 
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J • 
personal health information, including but not limited to any/all medical records, photographs, 
including eye photographs or scans, charts, x-rays, lab reports, skeletal and/or CT scans, other 
imaging and billing statements in their custody pertaining to Shawn Nathan Fisher, DOB 
 DOI 2/18/2013, to the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office in response to a 
subpoena issued by the Prosecution in this case. The records may be generally provided in the 
manner set out in Idaho Code §9-420, except that said records are to be made available for 
pickup by an agent of the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office or law enforcement within 
three business days of the service of the subpoena, rather than be delivered to the Court. 
This Order is also intended to require that personal health information, other than just the 
described written medical records, such as information known to employees or representatives of 
St. Alphonsus Regional Medical Center also be provided to the prosecution or criminal 
defense by interview when asked for and that those employees or representatives of St. 
Alphonsus Regional Medical Center will testify if required. 
Any questions regarding said records should be directed to the Ada County Prosecuting 
Attorney's Office, (208) 287-7700. 
IT IS SO ORDERED this />~ay of March, 2013. 
ORDER FOR DELIVERY OF MEDICAL RECORDS TO THE ADA COUNTY 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S OFFICE PURSUANT TO THE HEALTH INSURANCE 
PORTABILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT AND IDAHO CODE §19-3004; ICR 17, 
Page2 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NO. ____ "aic:n"-1"1'1-----
RU:o J?,. A.M. ____ P.M -,bl 
MAR -4 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clsrk 
By ELAINE TONG 
l1!!PllTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
PRELIMINARY HEARING 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY AND 
OBJECTIONS 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of 
Ada, State of Idaho, and submits the following Preliminary Hearing Response to the Request for 
Discovery and Objections and informs the Court that the State has complied with the Defendant's 
Request for Discovery as outlined below. 
I. DISCLOSURES 
16-A Brady-Agurs Disclosure: The prosecution is unaware of any evidence that is 
exculpatory on its face relating to the offense charged. 
With regard to evidence that may be exculpatory as used or interpreted, the prosecution 
requests that the defense counsel submit, in writing, the defense to be asserted in this case so the 
prosecution can review its file to determine if any facts, evidence or witnesses may be material to 
the preparation of that defense. In the alternative, the prosecution offers to defense counsel an open 
PRELIMINARY HEARING RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY AND 
OBJECTIONS (FISHER), Page 1 
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file policy to review those documents in the control and possession of the prosecution that may be 
exculpatory in some manner to the offense charged. 
16-B Stipulation - Request Disclosure: 
1. Statement of Def end ant: The State has complied with discovery by providing the 
known statements of the Defendant that are contained in documents and items the State currently 
has in its possession and will comply with discovery as more information becomes available, as 
follows: 
a. Audio Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
b. Video Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
c. Written Confession/Statement, if any exist 
d. As reflected in Police Reports 
e. As reflected in Booking Sheets 
2. Statement of Co-Defendant: See disclosed police reports for statements of Co-
Defendant, if any exist. 
3. Defendant's Prior Record: The Defendant's prior record disclosed in the following: 
a. NCIC report 
4A. Documents and Tangible Objects: Police Reports, Witness Statements, Medical 
records and/or other tangible documents in possession of the Ada County Prosecutor's Office as of 
the date of filing of this document disclosed as State's pages 1 through 401. Pursuant to I.C.R. 
16( d), the State has provided an unredacted discovery packet for defense counsel and a redacted 
packet of discovery for the defendant. The unredacted packet of discovery is not to be disclosed 
to the defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of 
the prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. 
1. Audio/video recordings: The State will provide audio and/or video recordings 
when they are received in this case. All unredacted audio and video recordings currently held 
by the State will be provided electronically with this response. The State will provide 
unredacted audio and/or video to defense counsel marked "Confidential," which are not to be 
shared with the defendant or the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of 
the prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. At the preliminary 
hearing level, upon request, the State will provide redacted audio/video to defense counsel so 
that redacted audio/video may be shared with the defendant. 
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B. Photographs: The State will electronically provide all photographs currently held 
concurrent with this response. 
5. Reports of Examinations and Tests: The State will comply with such request as 
it receives reports of examinations and tests in this case. 
6. Witnesses: A list of names identifying witnesses and protected contact information has 
been provided to defense counsel in a letter under separate cover, which is not to be disclosed to 
the defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16( d) without the consent of the 
prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. The State has provided 
to defense counsel a separate redacted witness list excluding protected information that can be 
shared with the defendant. 
7. Expert Witnesses: The State will comply with such request as it identifies expert 
witnesses in this case. 
8. Police Reports: The State possesses police reports, witness statements and other 
documents which are available upon request. These documents are specifically identified in 
subparagraph 4(A) above. 
II. OBJECTIONS 
A. The State has excluded the identity of the Confidential Informant from this Discovery 
Response. The grounds for this objection are as follows. Pursuant to I.C.R. 16(g)(2) and I.RE. 
509, the identity of a Confidential Informant is excluded unless said Informant is to be produced as 
a witness at a hearing or trial, subject to any protective order under I.C.R. 16(1) or a disclosure order 
under Rule 16(b )(9). 
B. The State objects to any items in the defendant's request for discovery that would be in 
violatio~ of state or federal law as follows and requests that if this Court rules that disclosure is 
required, that this Court also issue a protective order pursuant to I.C.R. 16(1): 
PRELIMINARY HEARING RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY AND 
OBJECTIONS (FISHER), Page 3 
000030
IBJ NCIC criminal history for all witnesses. The State is not permitted to use NCIC for this 
purpose pursuant to federal law and hereby objects to providing this material. 
IBJ A police officer(s)' internal affairs files and/or other personnel documents. Personnel 
documents are confidential matters pursuant to state law. The State hereby objects to 
providing this material. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this lj~ day of March, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this _li.._____ day of March, 2013, I caused to be served a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and 
Objections upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
August Cahill, Ada County Public Defender's Office 
o By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. f By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
Legal Assistant 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
PRELIMINARY HEARING NOTICE / MINUTE SHEET 
r.--
Case Number _..!h~b:::::_-""~~~....s;;;;~~~--t--
Defendant: ~Present D Not Present 'IF In Custody _____ _ D Waived Attorney 
D Advised of Rights D Waived Rights D In Chambers D Interpreter ____________ _ 
D Bond $ D Motion for Bond Reduction Denied/ Granted-------------
0 Amend~/~ Filed D Complaint Amended by lnterlineation D Reading of Complaint Waived 
'fJ State,' Defense/ Mutual Request for Continuance-------------------
0 State I Defense Objection / No Objection to Continuance-----------------
~ Case continued to :/-f7-J3,. at ~:3Q ~for_{)\t __________ _ 
D Defendant Waives Preliminary Hearing D Hearing Held D Commitment Signed 
D Case Bound Over to Judge ___________ on _______ at ____ am/pm 
D Case Dismissed after Preliminary Hearing / On State's Motion D Release Defendant, This Case Only 
ADA COUNTY COURTHOUSE, 200 W. FRONT ST., BOISE, ID 83702 
You must appear as scheduled above. Failure to do so will result in a warrant being issued for your arrest. 
DATED 3 l L, ' \3 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk of the District Court 
By:~ Deputy Cler 
I hereby certify that copies of this notice were served as follows: 
Defendant ~d Delivered Signature---------------
Defense Attorney 
Public Defender 
Prosecutor 
D Hand Delivered 
D Hand Delivered 
~d Delivered 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
NO mo ?t/r 
A.M .. ____ P.M--2-----
MAR 2 1 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KATRII-.JA CHRISTENSEN 
llEPllfY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION TO ALLOW ACCESS TO 
DEFENDANT AT THE ADA COUNTY JAIL 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
AUGUST H. CAHILL and ERIC R. ROLFSEN of the Ada County Public Defender's 
office, counsel of record for the above-named Defendant, come now and move this Court for an 
ORDER allowing Dr. Craig Beaver access to Defendant at the Ada County Jail to aid in Mr. 
Fisher's defense. 
-111 
DATED, this 2 c~ day of March 2013. 
Attorney for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this~ day of March 2013, I mailed (served) a true 
and correct copy of the within instrument to: 
JOHNS. DINGER 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
NO.~tv 
·o O Fl~ED A.M. _____ ,P.M., ___ _ 
MAR 2 6 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By HEIDI MANLEY 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER ALLOWING ACCESS TO 
DEFENDANT AT THE ADA COUNTY JAIL 
For good cause appearing, this Court hereby grants Defense Counsel's Motion to Allow 
Access to Defendant at the Ada County Jail. The Ada County Sheriff shall allow Dr. Craig 
Beaver and his staff entry into the Ada County Jail at any and all reasonable, pre-arranged times. 
The Ada County Sheriff shall provide a quiet, private area with a table and any and all other 
reasonable facilities and necessary equipment to Dr. Beaver and his staff. Some meetings may 
require the use of at least one hand; therefore, the Ada County Sheriff shall also take the 
necessary course of action to ensure that Defendant is able to complete any and all testing 
offered by Dr. Beaver and his staff. fl 
SO ORDERED AND DATED, this ~J day of March 2013,_,_. ------
ORDER ALLOWING ACCESS TO DEFENDANT AT THE ADA COUNTY JAIL 
i~b·~- fL ""~ --:1 
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~v11r, 
?-:io 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
APR - 5 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ELAINE TONG 
oePUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
znd PRELIMINARY HEARING 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY AND 
OBJECTIONS 
. COMES NOW, John S. Dinger, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of 
Ada, State of Idaho, and submits the following Preliminary Hearing Response to the Request for 
Discovery and Objections and informs the Court that the State has complied with the Defendant's 
Request for Discovery as outlined below. 
I. DISCLOSURES 
16-A Brady-Agurs Disclosure: The prosecution is unaware of any evidence that is 
exculpatory on its face relating to the offense charged. 
With regard to evidence that may be exculpatory as used or interpreted, the prosecution 
requests that the defense counsel submit, in writing, the defense to be asserted in this case so the 
prosecution can review its file to determine if any facts, evidence or witnesses may be material to 
the preparation of that defense. In the alternative, the prosecution offers to defense counsel an open 
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file policy to review those documents in the control and possession of the prosecution that may be 
exculpatory in some manner to the offense charged. 
16-B Stipulation - Request Disclosure: 
1. Statement of Defendant: The State has complied with discovery by providing the 
known statements of the Defendant that are contained in documents and items the State currently 
has in its possession and will comply with discovery as more information becomes available, as 
follows: 
a. Audio Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
b. Video Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
c. Written Confession/Statement, if any exist 
d. As reflected in Police Reports 
e. As reflected in Booking Sheets 
2. Statement of Co-Defendant: See disclosed police reports for statements of Co-
Defendant, if any exist. 
3. Defendant's Prior Record: The Defendant's prior record disclosed in the following: 
a. NCIC report 
4A. Documents and Tangible Objects: Police Reports, Witness Statements, Medical 
records and/or other tangible documents in possession of the Ada County Prosecutor's Office as of 
the date of filing of this document disclosed as State's pages 402 through 855. Pursuant to I.C.R. 
16( d), the State has provided an unredacted discovery packet for defense counsel and a redacted 
packet of discovery for the defendant. The unredacted packet of discovery is not to be disclosed 
to the defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of 
the prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. 
1. Audio/video recordings: The State will provide audio and/or video recordings 
when they are received in this case. All unredacted audio and video recordings currently held 
by the State are provided with this response (0 has previously been provided, interview with 
the defendant). Included with this response are Audios A-Clough, B-Mitchell, C-Dalpiaz, D-
Miller, E-Kaurin, F-Hofmann, G-Cox, H-Brian Jones, 1-Sherfick, J-Viens, K-Spain, L-LeBar, 
M-Powell, N-911. The State will provide unredacted audio and/or video to defense counsel marked 
"Confidential," which are not to be shared with the defendant or the defendant's family pursuant to 
I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing 
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of need. At the preliminary hearing level, upon request, the State will provide redacted audio/video 
to defense counsel so that redacted audio/video may be shared with the defendant. 
B. Photographs: The State is providing with this response all photographs currently 
held, consisting of Photo Discs P-CC. Provided with this response is P-
Cox/Palic/Griffin/Spain, Q-Davidson/Webb, R-Delaney/LeBar/Bristol, S-Palic, T-Griffin, U-
Ellis/Mitchell, V-Donelson/LeBar/Moore, W-Autopsy, X-Andreoli, Y-McDaid, Z-
McDonald's, AA-iPhone, BB-Texts, CC-X-box. 
5. Reports of Examinations and Tests: The State will comply with such request as 
it receives reports of examinations and tests in this case. 
6. Witnesses: A list of names identifying additional witnesses and protected contact 
information has been provided to defense counsel in a letter under separate cover, which is not to 
be disclosed to the defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without 
the consent of the prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. The 
State has provided to defense counsel a separate redacted witness list excluding protected 
information that can be shared with the defendant. 
7. Expert Witnesses: The State will comply with such request as it identifies expert 
witnesses in this case. 
8. Police Reports: The State possesses police reports, witness statements and other 
documents which are available upon request. These documents are specifically identified in 
subparagraph 4(A) above. 
II. OBJECTIONS 
A. The State has excluded the identity of the Confidential Informant from this Discovery 
Response. The grounds for this objection are as follows. Pursuant to I.C.R. 16(g)(2) and I.RE. 
509, the identity of a Confidential Informant is excluded unless said Informant is to be produced as 
a witness at a hearing or trial, subject to pny protective order under I.C.R. 16(1) or a disclosure order 
under Rule 16(b )(9). 
B. The State objects to any items in the defendant's request for discovery that would be in 
violation of state or federal law as follows and requests th~t if this Court rules that disclosure is 
required, that this Court also issue a protective order pursuant to I.C.R. 16(1): 
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[8] NCIC criminal history for all witnesses. The State is not permitted to use NCIC for this 
purpose pursuant to federal law and hereby objects to providing this material. 
[8] A police officer(s)' internal affairs files and/or other personnel documents. Personnel 
documents are confidential matters pursuant to state law. The State hereby objects to 
providing this material. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this '& S-day of April, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
S. inger 
De uty Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
/ 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this_'::> __ day of April, 2013, I caused to be served a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and 
Objections upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
August Cahill, Ada County Public Defender's Office 
o 'By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
'p-- By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
Legal Assistant 
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, a 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83 702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
APR O 9 2013 
e,~~ 
Dqluly 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Grand Jury No. 13-54 
ISTARS Case CR-FE-2013-0002326 
INDICTMENT 
Defendant's DOB
Defendant's SSN:
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER is accused by the Grand Jury of Ada County by this 
Indictment, of the crimes of: I. MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, I.C. § 18-
, 
4001, 4002, 4003(a); II. AGGRAVATED BATTERY, FELONY, I.C. §18-903(a), 907(b); 
III. AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, FELONY, I.C. §18-901(a), 905(a); IV. POSSESSION 
OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, FELONY, I.C. §37-2732(c); V. USE OF A 
FIREARM DURING THE CO!vllvllSSION OF A CRIME, FELONY, I.C. § 19-2520; VI. 
POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, MISDEMEANOR, I.C. §37-
INDICTMENT (FISHER), Page 1 
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2732(c)(3); and VII. RESISTING OR OBSTRUCTING AN OFFICER, MISDEMEANOR, 
LC. §18-705, committed as follows: 
COUNT! 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of 
February, 2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did willfully, unlawfully, 
deliberately, with premeditation and with malice aforethought, kill and murder Matthew 
Mohler-Kerns, a human being, by shooting him in the head with a .38 caliber revolver, 
t 
from which he died. 
COUNT II 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of 
February, 2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did willfully and unlawfully use 
force or violence upon the person of Raymond Ellis by means of a deadly weapon or 
instrument, to wit: by ramming his car into the car being operated by Raymond Ellis. 
COUNT III 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of 
February, 2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did unlawfully and with apparent 
ability attempt to commit a violent injury upon the person of Raymond Ellis with a deadly 
weapon, to wit: by shooting a firearm at Raymond Ellis. 
COUNT IV 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 19th day of 
February, 2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did unlawfully possess a controlled 
substance, to wit: amphetamine, a Schedule II controlled substance. 
COUNTY 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of 
February, 2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did use a firearm, to wit: a .38 
caliber revolver, in the commission of the crimes alleged in Counts I and III. 
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COUNT VI 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 19th day of 
February, 2013, in~h ounty of Ada, State of Idaho, did unlawfully possess a controlled 
'Somc-
substance, commonl own as "bath salts," to-wit: alpha-PVP, a Schedule I controlled 
substance, and/or 2,5-dimethoxy-4-iodophenethylamine, a Schedule I controlled 
substance; and/or did unlawfully possess a controlled substance commonly known as 
"spice," to-wit: XLR-11, a Schedule I controlled substance, and/or JWH-122, a Schedule 
I controlled substance, and/or AM-2233, a Schedule I controlled substance, and/or JWH-
210, a Schedule I controlled substance. 
COUNT VII 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of 
February, 2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did willfully resist and/or obstruct 
public officers, to wit: Boise City Police Officers and/or Ada County Sheriff Deputies, in 
the discharge of a duty of their office, by fighting with a police dog being used by the 
officers to apprehend the Defendant, and/or by physically struggling and fighting with 
officers who were attempting to place the Defendant under arrest, and/or by refusing to 
obey lawful orders given by the officers to stop struggling and fighting with the officers. 
All of which is contrary to the form, force and effect of the statute in such case made 
and provided and against the peace and dignity of the State of Idaho. 
A TRUE BILL 
Presented in open Court this i day of April, 2013. 
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Names of Witnesses Examined 
By the Grand Jury: 
2"J., / Raymond Ellis 
,/ Shirley Elgethun 
/ Kevin McCann 
) Darin Mitchell 
/ Breana McKenna 
j Jason Pietrzak 
J Donald Clough 
/ Zachary Powell 
J Christopher Palic 
./ Joseph Purcell 
I Dr. Glen Groben 
/ Charles LeBar 
J Jennifer Delaney 
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DR# 13-303664 
OFFICER: WIGINGTON 
AGENCY: BCPD 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
137.:2.7~ 
FILED P.M ___ _ 
APR 11 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By STORMY McCORMACK 
DEPUTY 
GP~ND JURY !NDICT1V1ENT 
! CASE No. 
l 
i J°UDGE I **MUST BE ARRAIGNED WITIIIN 24 HOURS UNLESS DEFENDANT POSTS BOND** 
RECEIVED 
Ada County Sheriff 
WARRANTS 
APR 1 0 2013 
Gary Raney, Sheriff 
---~• IDAHO 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
---,--------------) 
DOB
SSN: 
WM, 5'10", 150 lbs, eyes BLU, hair BRO 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326~ O /, 0~ 
WARRANT OF ARREST 
TO ANY SHERIFF, CONSTABLE, MARSHAL OR POLICEMAN IN THE STATE 
OF IDAHO: 
AN INDICTMENT having been found on the 9~day of April, 2013, in the District Court 
of the Fourth Judicial District, in and for the County of Ada, State ofldaho, charging the Defendant 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, with the crimes of: I. MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, 
ARRESTED 
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FELONY, LC. §18-4001, 4002, 4003(a); IL AGGRAVATED BATTERY, FELONY, LC. 
§18-903(a), 907(b); III. AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, FELONY, LC. §18-901(a), 905(a); 
IV. POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, FELONY, LC. §37-2732(c); V. 
USE OF A FIREARM DURING THE COMMISSION OF A CRIME, FELONY, LC. §19-
2520; VI. POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, MISDEMEANOR, LC. 
§37-2732(c); and VIL RESISTING OR OBSTRUCTING AN OFFICER, 
MISDEMEANOR, LC. §18-705; 
YOU ARE THEREFORE COMMANDED to immediately arrest the Defendant named 
above at any time during the day or night, and to bring him before the court, in the County of Ada, 
or in case of my absence or inability to act, before the nearest or most accessible District Judge in 
Ada County . 
. DATED this .2__1ay of April, 2013. 
BOND SET AT: 
$ / LY; I ltro Surety/Cash 
CONDITIONS: 
____ No unsupervised contact with children. 
No contact with victim. 
----
No contact with minor children. 
----
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RETURN OF SERVICE 
, 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I served the foregoing Warrant by arresting the above named 
Defendant and bringing ~l )[J ~huJ. into Court this /DIA day of. 
(}pi/ J__ , 2013. 
COMMITMENT FOR EXAMINATION AFTER APPEARANCE 
THE WITIDN NAMED Defendant, having been brought before me under this Warrant, is 
committed for examination to the Sheriff of Ada County, State of Idaho, and is admitted to bail in 
the sum of$ ________ , surety, cash or by undertaking of two sufficient sureties, and 
is committed to the custody of the Sheriff of Ada County until such bail is given. This Cause is 
continued for further appearance until ___ day of _____ , 2013. 
District Judge 
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ORDER OF RELEASE 
TO THE SHERIFF OF ADA COUNTY, IDAHO: 
YOU ARE HEREBY ORDERED to release the above named defendant from your 
custody. 
NCIC: 
DATED:. _______ _ 
District Judge 
ffNorth West Shuttle (ID, WA, OR) 
0 Western States (ID, WA, OR, MT, CA, WY, SD, ND, UT, CO, AZ, NV) 
D Nationwide 
BY: -<D 
DAT_E_D_:_-_-_-_Lf-:_/:1 o:f 1-=-~====== 
' I 
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ADA COUNTY MAGISTRATE MINUTES 
Shawn Nathan Fisher CR-FE-2013-0002326 
Scheduled Event: Video Arraignment Thursday, April 11, 2013 
Clerk: ·Df 
DOB: 
01:30 PM 
Judge: John Hawley Jr. 
Prosecuting Agency::fa_ _BC EA _Ge _MC Pros: -1or:::,,,,,---\::,--.\,,Cm~r:*=o<+------
(§g) Attorney: --=::;__.J-..L..--1,..>!'-'-"-"4-1<~ .......... ~'"'"""" 
• 1 118-4001-1 Murder IF 
• 2 118-907(1)(8) Battery-Aggravated (Use Deadly Weapon or Instrument) F 
• 3 118-905(A) Assault-Aggravated (With Deadly Weapon or Instrument) F 
• 4137-2732(c)(1) F Controlled Substance-Possession of F 
• 5119-2520 Enhancement-Use of a Deadly Weapon in Commission of a Felony F 
• 6 137-2732(c)(3) M Controlled Substance-Possession of M 
• 7 118-705 Arrests & Seizures-Resisting or Obstructing Officers M 
/ ,3211..q Case Called Defendant: ~sent Not Present __ In Custody 
~vised of Rights Waived Rights * Appointed __ Waived Attorney 
__ Guilty Plea/ PV Admit N/G Plea __ Advise Subsequent Penalty 
r-.: / n_ . I ~ ~~d $ J {j)l))<lX) · _ ROR __ Pay I Stay __ Payment Agreement 
In Chambers PT Memo __ Written Guilty Plea __ No Contact Order 
Finish Release Defendant 
CR-FE-2013-0002326 
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A.M.~eo 
P.M.~ 
APR 1 1 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D 
By KELLE w . RICH, Clerk 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE DEPuiGENEA 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
MAGISTRATE DIVISION 
) G13-54 STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff. 
vs. ~ Case No: CR-FE-2013-0002326 
) NOTICE OF APPOINTMENT OF PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Shawn Nathan Fisher ) AND SETIING CASE FOR HEARING 
2420 Canal St #101 ) 
Boise, ID 83705 ) D Ada D Boise D Eagle D Garden City D Meridian 
Defendant. ) 
---------------------
TO: Ada County Public Defender 
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that you are appointed to represent the defendant in this cause, or in the District 
Court until relieved by court order. The case is continued for: 
Arraignment....Tuesday, April 16, 2013 .... 09:00 AM 
Judge: Ronald J. Wilper 
BOND AMOUNT: 
-----
The Defendant is: D In Custody D Released on Bail D ROR 
TO: The above named defendant 
IT HAS BEEN ORDERED BY THIS COURT that the defendant is to contact the Ada County Public Defender's 
Office at 200 W. Front Street, Room 1107, Boise, Idaho 83702. Telephone: (208) 287-7400. If the defendant is unable to 
post bond and obtain his/her release from jail, that the proper authorities allow the defendant to make a phone call to the 
Ada County Public Defender. 
IT HAS BEEN FURTHER ORDERED: That the parties, prior to the pre-trial conference, complete and comply 
with Rule 16 I.C.R. and THAT THE DEFENDANT BE PERSONALLY PRESENT AT BOTH THE PRE-TRIAL 
CONFERENCE AND/ OR THE JURY TRIAL: FAILURE TO APPEAR AT EITHER THE PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE OR 
THE JURY TRIAL WILL RESULT IN A BENCH WARRANT FOR THE DEFENDANT'S ARREST. 
I hereby certify that copies of this Notice were served as follows on this date Thursda 
Defendant: Mailed Hand Delivered_$- Signature ~~~~-
. Phone..__--J----------c-11'--.::-+1 
Clerk/ date 
Prosecutor: Interdepartmental Mail __ 
Public Defender: Interdepartmental Mail __ 
Deputy Clerk 
NOTICE OF APPOINTMENT OF PUBLIC DEFENDER · Document2 
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'~'~ INBOUND NOTIFICATION : FAX RECEIVED SUCCESSFULLY '~'~ 
' TIME RECEIVED REMOTE CSID 
April 15, 2013 6:48:23 PM 
D 
4 
ION PAGES 
2 
STATUS 
Received 
IN THE DISTRJCT COURT OF THE ~~ JUDICIAL DISTR1~--ir=.~,'J'."""'i)-F=1L=eo ___ _ 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, rN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF A d...~---~--,P.M. __ _ 
S f.-c ... r<:__ 
PLAINTIFF(S) 
V. 
Shc.._l_J.)V) No..Th~.., h~ 1-i.e_ r 
DEFENDANT(S) 
I hereby rcquost approval to: 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
REQUEST TO OBTAIWHR1Sl 
APPROVAL TO VIDEO 
RECORD,BROADCAL1.ol"""\Ji~II 
PHOTOGRAPH A COURT 
PROCEEDING 
~deo record [ J broadcast [ J photograph the following court proceeding: 
CaseNo.: CJc...- r£-· 20t3-C)0023Z6' 
Date: t///6//:'5 
Tiine: 
Location: 
Presiding Judge: 
I have read Rule 45 of the Ida.ho CoUit Adininistrative Rules pem,,itting cameras in the 
coUitroom, and will corn ply in all respects with the provisions of that rule, and will also make 
certain that all other persons from my organization participating in video or audio recording or 
broadcasting or photographing of the court proceedings have read Rule 45 of the Idaho Court 
Administrative Rules and will comply in all respects with the provisions of that rule. 
(ref' y Sc.Jvz..vi.,, a..,..., 
Print Name 
.,,P...:t ~~ IP •.. /. _ _...,....,. 
,; 'f,-.....-, ,.,,~~~..,...._,,,.,.... ... -· 
Signatur~" 
3ZI~ 56 It_/ 
News Organization Represented Phone Number 
/./ /IS/I ~'!i 
Date 
Request for Apprnval and Order - Page I 
APR 1 6 2013 
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ORDER 
THE COURT, having considered the above Request for Approval under Rule 45 of the Idaho 
Court Administrative Rules, hereby orders that permission to video record the above hearing is: 
[ ~NTED under the following restrictions in addition to those set forth fo Rule:: 45 of the Idaho 
Court Administrative Rules: 
] DENIED. 
THE COURT, having considered the above Request for Approval under Rule 45 of the Idaho 
Court Administrative Rules, hereby orders that permission Co broadcast the above hearing is: 
[ ] GRANTED under the following restrictions in addition to those set forLh in Rule 45 of the Idaho 
Court Administr11.tive Rules: · 
[ ) DENIED. 
THE COURT, having considered the above Request for Approval under Rule 45 of the Idaho 
Cou1t Administrative Rules, hereby orders that permission to photograph the above hearing is: 
[ ~RANTED under the following restrictions in addition to those set forth in Rule 45 of the Idaho 
Court Administi:ative Rules: 
] DENIED. 
DA TED this / lo .,.--day of lrf( ,' f , }-1J/3. 
Rcquei.t for Approval and Order· Page 2 
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Wilper !Johnson 041613 Cro ~II Courtroom508 
Time Speaker Note 
09:02:27 AM I Ct I Calls roll new arraignments- Schimpf/ Standlee/ Blair/ Hagler/ D . 
........................................................ 1 .................................................. 1.Fisher/ .. Huntley/ .. S ... Fisher ................................................................................................................................................................ .. 
09:03:36 AM I Ct !Advises of group rights 
.. 09:.04:.39 .. A ................................................ 1 ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................  
09:09:24 AM, I St. v. Shawn Fisher CRFE-13-02326 Arraignment Cust 
I i 
--~~:~~:~~ ~~ l~~unsel ____ i:~:::~-:~~~~:~1~.~=:: ~~~~;~~.-Indictment-served ____________ _ 
09: 10: 10 AM! Ct ! Reads Indictment to def. 
09:11 :51 AM j Ct j Notes def. being uncooperative, excuses from courtroom, will recall 
....................................................... 1 .................................................. i I ate r ............................................................................................................................... -....................................................................................................................... .. 
10:39:58 AM 1. I 
10:42:25 AM j j St. v. Shawn Fisher CRFE-13-02326 Arraignment Cust 
: 1: 0 :42: 26:: AM :I: Ct:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: se ,····~?.:~(::~!:(~:::~~:f~:\~~~~~:~i::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
10:43:02 AM I Ct Reads Indictment to def. 10:48:57 : Def , Understands nature···oTcharge-s······ .......................................................................................................................................... .. 
................................................... ' ........................................................................................................................... _ ...................................... -............................................................................................................ . 
10:49:06 1 Ct !Adv. of penalties 
_ ~-~:;;:;!-~~[~::!sen ---i ~:~~rstandspotential _penalties--------------------------
10:53:44 AM j Ct : EOP- 4/30/13 at 9 10:53:56 AM j .................................................................................................................................. -..............................................................................................................................................  
4/16/2013 1 of 1 
000052
. , 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defender 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
NO._ _Jr--=-:-....._... 
A.M. I() Fllg_~_:- ~ 
-APR 1 fi 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KATRINA CHRISTENSEN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
· Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION FOR GRAND JURY 
TRANSCRIPT 
COMES NOW, Shawn Nathan Fisher, the above-named Defendant by and through 
counsel of the Ada County Public Defender's office, ERIC R. ROLFSEN, and moves this court 
to ORDER that a transcript of the grand jury proceedings in this case be prepared and provided 
to counsel for the defendant and the prosecuting attorney. This motion is made pursuant to the 
Fifth, Sixth, and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution; Article I, section 13, 
of the Idaho Constitution; and Idaho Criminal Rules 6 and 7. 
The defendant, being indigent, also requests that the transcript be prepared at the cost of 
the county, and as soon as possible. 
DATED, Monday, April 15, 2013. 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on Monday, April 15, 2013, I mailed (served) a true and 
correct copy of the within instrument to: 
Ada County Transcript Department 
I~terdepartmental Mail 
MOTION FOR GRAND JURY TRANSCRIPT 
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NO.,r,-:;~"i:iii:i=:-----
------~,M. I/' l# FIL~.~----
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
----- ::,---=--
Attorneys for Defendant APR 1 7 2013 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 -~---~ :: ... .---- --
Deputy Public Defender \_....- · - · _-\I E D · <=---~ r::: 9. E \ __.... .-- 0.-- • 200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 n ~ _ ~ _. 
Boise, Idaho 83702 _- ~l>~ 6 '2.0\'3 _ 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 .-- -- ... o8 rl'- /-----
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 p..da. coun\Y · _/.,.,.-
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
, 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER FOR GRAND JURY 
TRANSCRIPT 
Upon motion of the defendant, pursuant to the requirements of Idaho Criminal Rules 6 
and 16, and for good cause appearing, this court hereby grants the defendant's MOTION FOR 
GRAND WRY TRANSCRIPTS. 
A typewritten transcript of the testimony of those witnesses appearing before the grand 
jury, and the grand.jury proceedings, in the above-entitled matter shall be prepared for use by 
both defense counsel and the prosecuting attorney. Said transcript shall be prepared at the 
expense of the county, and as soon as possible. 
The Transcription Department is directed to make a physical recording of the proceedings 
available to a certified court reporter for transcribing. Upon receipt of its estimated· fees as 
provided for in the case of transcripts for preliminary hearings, the Transcription Department 
shall have prepared and delivered to the court a sealed typewritten original transcript and two 
sealed copies. Each sealed copy of the grand jury transcript shall be made available by the Court 
to both defense counsel and the prosecuting attorney. 
Upon application of the prosecuting attorney, and good cause shown, the court may direct 
that the transcript be edited and cause to be deleted any material in the transcript which does not 
pertain to the instant proceeding and which is part of other, on-going investigation not relevant to 
the instant proceedings, any identification of individual grand jury members, and any comments 
by grand jury members other than comments which are part of specific questions of witnesses. 
ORDER FOR GRAND JURY TRANSCRIPT 1 
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Copies of said transcript; with a notation of the nature, but not the content, of any 
redaction; will be made available to both defense counsel and the prosecuting attorney by the 
court. 
All such transcripts of grand jury testimony are to be used exclusively by the prosecutor 
and defense counsel in their preparation for this case, and for no other purpose. None of the 
material may be copied or disclosed to any other person other than the prosecutor and defense 
counsel without specific authorization by the court. However, authorization is hereby granted to 
permit disclosure of the transcript of grand jury testimony to associates and staff assistants to 
both defense counsel and the prosecuting attorney, who agree to be bound by this order, and only 
in connection with the preparation of this case. Counsel may discuss the contents of the 
transcript with their respective clients, but may not release the transcript themselves. The 
defendant, defense counsel, and the prosecutor shall be allowed to review the entire grand jury 
transcript. In addition, a witness whose testimony was given during grand jury proceedings may 
review the typed portion of the transcript which contains their specific testimony only. 
Violation of any provisions of this order shall be considered a contempt. Each counsel 
receiving such transcript from the court shall endorse a copy of this order acknowledging that 
each such counsel is aware of the terms thereof, and agreeing to be bound hereby. 
By signature, the undersigned acknowledges their familiarity with the terms of the 
foregoing order, and agrees to comply herewith. 
DATE SIGNATURE OFFICE 
Prosecutor 
Public Defender 
CC: Transcripts 
ORDER FOR GRAND JURY TRANSCRIPT 2 
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/1 I 
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c 
I 
N0·----=~,....:;"'.2µ../1...__ __ 
FILED 3.::::.:.. A.M ____ ,P.Md _____ _ 
APR 1 8 2013 
CHRISTOPHES D. RICH, Clerk 
By RAE ANi"J NIXON 
DE:PUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN N. FISHER, 
Defendant, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Case No. CRFE-2013- 0002326 
) 
) NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
) OF GRAND JURY TRANSCRIPT 
) 
An Order for transcript was filed in the above-entitled matter on April 17, 2013, and a copy of said 
Order was received by the Transcription Department on April 18, 2013. I certify the estimated cost 
of preparation of the transcript to be: 
Type of Hearing: Grand Jury Hearing 
Date of Hearing: April 9, 2013 
253 Pages x $3.25 = $822.25 
In this case, the Ada County Public Defender's Office has agreed to pay for the cost of the transcript 
fee upon completion of the transcript. 
The Transcription Department will prepare the transcript and file it with the Clerk of the District 
Court within thirty (30) days (or expedited days) from the date of this notice. The transcriber may 
make application to the District Judge for an extension oftime in which to prepare the transcript. 
Date: April 18, 2013. 
RAE ANN NIXON 
Ada County Transcript Coordinator 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF GRAND JURY TRANSCRIPT- Page 1 
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,I 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I certify that on April 18, 2013, a true and correct copy of the Notice of Preparation of Transcript 
was forwarded to Defendant's attorney of record, by first class mail, at: 
Ada Co. Public Defender's Office 
200 West Front Street Ste 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
ERIC ROLFSEN 
RAE ANN NIXON 
Ada County Transcript Coordinator 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF GRAND JURY TRANSCRIPT- Page 2 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
Fax: (208) 287-7709 
No.----.:;;-.r.=;-~r-7-r-FILl:D _£__ 
A.M.----.P.M-~---
APR 1 9 2013 
CHRlSTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KATRINA CHRISTENSEN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
__________ ) 
TO THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANT: 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho 
Criminal Rules, requests Discovery and inspection of the following: 
(1) Documents and Tangible Objects: 
Request is hereby made by the prosecution to inspect and copy or photograph books, 
papers, documents, photographs, tangible objects· or copies or portions thereof, which are 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY (FISHER), Page 1 
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within the possession, custody or control of the defendant, and which the defendant intends 
to introduce in evidence at trial. 
(2) Reports of Examinations and Tests: 
The prosecution hereby requests the defendant to permit the State to inspect and 
copy or photograph any results or reports of physical or mental examinations and of 
scientific tests or experiments made in connection with this case, or copies thereof, within 
the possession or control of the defendant, which the defendant intends to introduce in 
evidence at the trial, or which were prepared by a witness whom the defendant intends to 
call at the trial when the results or reports relate to testimony of the witness. 
(3) Defense Witnesses: 
The prosecution requests the defendant to furnish the State with a list of names and 
addresses of witnesses the defendant intends to call at trial. 
(4) Expert Witnesses: 
The prosecution requests the defendant to provide a written sulllll)ary or report of 
any testimony that the defense intends to introduce pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 
16(c)(4), including the facts and data supporting the opinion and the witness's 
qualifications. 
(5) Pursuant to Idaho Code Section 19-519, the State hereby requests that the 
defendant state in writing within ten (10) days any specific place or places at which the 
defendant claims to have been at the time of the alleged offense and the names and 
addresses of the witnesses upon whom he intends to rely to establish such alibi. 
DATED this fi. day of April, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting A 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY (FISHER), Page 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this l °\ day of April, 2013, I caused to be 
served a true and correct copy of the foregoing Request for Discovery upon the 
individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
August Cahill, Ada County Public Defender's Office 
o By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first 
class. 
)£) By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for 
pickup at the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attomey(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
Legal Assistant 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY (FISHER), Page 3 
000060
NO, FILED Lt/' : 
M-____ P.M._.....:~;....a..---A .• 
APR 19 2013 
CHRlSTOPHER O. RlCH, Clerk 
By m,.AINE TONG 
O!PU'N 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
/ 
Case No._ CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION FOR MENTAL 
EVALUATION 
COMES NOW, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, the above-named Defendant, by and 
through counsel of the Ada County Public Defender's office, ERIC R. ROLFSEN, and moves 
· this Court for an ORDER for a mental evaluation upon the grounds and for the reasons set forth: 
1) That there is reason to doubt the defendant's fitness to proceed. Idaho 
Code§ 18-211. 
2) That there is reason to believe that the defendant is unable to assist in his 
own defense and to understand the proceedings against him. Idaho Code § 
18-210. 
3) That the defendant is a "needy person" and unable to pay for the 
examination. · 
V"OTION FOR MENTAL EVALUATION 
I 
1 
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t: ,1 ~ • 
WHEREFORE, counsel for the defendant requests that the Court ORDER a psychiatric 
evaluation of the defendant. 
-t~ 
DATED, this f 'f day of April 2013. 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN ,. ", 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this .L!f_ day of April 2013, I mailed (served) a true 
and correct copy of the within instrument to: 
JOHNS. DINGER 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
MOTION FOR MENTAL EVALUATION 2 
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,~w INBOUND NOTIFICATION : FAX RECEIVED SUCCESSFULLY '~'~ 
. 
TIME RECEIVED REMOTE CSID DU ,_ION PAGES STATUS 
April 29, 2013 10:18:57 Pl r 2084722211 41 __ _:2:....._ ___ R_e_c_e_i v_e_d __ ~ 
04/29/2013 21:18 2084722211 NO._F_~,.""!",~<fl)~-1~".f.i!.llt!!lil<-~ -0 ... ?ti..i:;@i.2--
AM ...... -_.__ ____ ~M,~~~~-
KBDI NEWS 
2011/08/10 10:54:51 2 /3 
APR 3 0 2013 
REQUEST TO OBTAIN 
APPROVAL TO VlDEO 
RECORD, BROADCAST OR 
PHOTOGRAPl-l A COURT 
PROCEEDING 
I hcrebv request approval to: 
rr::eo record [ j broadCllst [ J photograph ihe following coun proceeding: 
Ct1-" fF ,._ (Ul\}- 2 32C 
- lf !sol t ...___3 -~--
a.: oo~V"' 
Dale: 
Time: 
Pre3iding Judge: 
~~ec~~~~~ 
J ha.vc rca<l Rule 45 of the Tdaho Cour! Administrative Rules permitting camortJS in the 
cou.,room, and will comply in all respects with the: provisions ofthar rule, and will also make 
certain that o.ll other persons fro11i my organi,..atioa participating in vidoo or audio l'ecordiog or 
croo.dcosting or photogra_phlng of the: cciurt proceedings have rend Ruic 45 of the Tdaho Coun 
' ministrtilive ulec comply in all n:spects with the provisions of that rule. 
N~~ws Orga.niZDtion Rc:prc:sented Phone Number 
-~Ii~) 
Date 
Rcq11cst f(lr Approvol anJ Ordi:or • Page I 
(C't f(h f() 
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04/29/2013 21:18 2084722211 KBDI NEWS 
LOll/08/10 10:54:51 3 
ORDER 
THE COURT, having co1;sidcred the atx_we Rc;q11i::st for Approval under Ruk 45 of the ldalio 
((lurt 1\drnini~trati\•C Rules, he!t'eby Qrdc-rs tliar re.rmi~~h:111 lo villeo record the above! hearing is; 
rV 1 CjRAN'fED unc:k:r tile: folluwing ri:~ltic::tions i.n addirfon to those set forth in Ruk 45 oftbe [dallo 
):(.;t Aclministrl\tive Rules: 
··-···-·--.. -----···--- --~·· ·-·-·-···---······-·~--,---~-----.. -----
----.. --~·-···-· ··- --··--- ·-·-------~·-·-----¥---------· 
_.,..._,...,.,., ........... ------·= 
------~-······ 
) DCNJED. 
Tl lE COORT. h;i1:lng corisidered the ~buve Rc[juCst for Approval under Rule: 45 o[thc hfoho 
Court r\dmiaist.rath·e Rui~. hereby order;; that permission to hroadc::ist tbe: above hearing is: 
] Gl:V-.NfED u11ilcr the followi11g n;~1r\cli1;1n~ in additiou to those set forth in Rule 45 ofthe Idaho 
C1)tJ.~t Adniinistra.\ive Rules: 
-----··-~·-· ··- ·-------~-
-~-------... ··-"-"·--~-----·--~·----
.. ···-~-------·--···· .. -··--
j DJ;-:Nl~D. 
'l'H!i. COURT, having C(m~i<lcrcd the above Request for Approvc1l under Rule: 45 uftho Idaho 
Court ,\dministrative Rtik:s, hi::,chy c,rdcr~ that permission to pholograph tbe above hearing ill: 
[ J GR.ANTE\) und.:r the following re~trictions io addition to thos~ set forth io Ruic 45 of the Jdaho 
Court Administr&tiv~ Ruh:i;: 
________ ,,, ..... __ _ 
-.. ,---------·-···---·-· 
--- ..... ---·------- --~-----------~--- ·--~ 
J DE'.'IIED. 
l)ATED1l1is Jb"r doyof __ !'1-fr,~(., ~-·~J 
Oistti-;jj_:fitt!;;.--~ 
Rcq11t.st for Approval ;md Order - i>a.gc 2 
PAGE 02/02 
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Wilper !Johnson 043013 Cro1 II Courtroom507 
Time Speaker Note 
08:59:31 AMI 1st. v. Shawn Fisher CRFE-13-02326 Entry of Plea Cust 
08:59:33 AM i Counsel j Cahill/Rolfsen/Dinger/Wittwer 
08:59:43 AM i Ct j Calls case and reviews, notes Motion for 18-211 
09:00:31 AMi olfsen jArgues Motion for 18-211 
09:01 :40 A Ct j Reiterates, Q. on specifics 
. .9..~ .. :.9..?. .. :.9.?. ... ~---· Dinger j no obj. 
09:02: 10 AM i Ct I Grants Motion, proceedings are stayed. Eval by 5/30/13. 
i I Review/EOP-6/11/13 at 9 _ _..:--
09:04:04 AM 1 · I 
4/30/2013 1 of 1 
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NO. ___ __,,,,,.,,,,,..__,,...,,...,..,, __ 
A.M. ____ Fl..,LE .• ~. /.'yr 
RECEIVED 
APR t 9 ·20\3 
ADA COUNTY CLERK 
APR 3 0 2013 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
Case· No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER FOR MENTAL EVALUATION, 
ACCESS, AND FUNDS 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
For good cause appearing, this Court hereby grants the defendant's MOTION FOR 
MENTAL EVALUATION. Pursuant to Idaho Code § 18-211, this Court hereby orders the 
director of the department of health and welfare to designate at least one (1) qualified 
psychiatrist or licensed psychologist to examine and report upon the mental condition of the 
defendant as contained herein. The appointed examiner shall also evaluate whether the 
defendapt lacks capacity to make informed decisions about treatment. Said designated 
psychiatrist or psyc~ologist shall report to the Court as specified herein. 
The report shall include the following: 
1. A description of the nature of the examination. 
2. A diagnosis or evaluation of the mental condition of the defendant. 
ORDER FOR MENTAL EVALUATION, ACCESS, AND FUNDS 1 
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.. 
3. An opinion as to the defendant's capacity to understand the proceedings 
against him and to assist in his own defense. 
4. An opinion whether the defendant lacks the capacity to make informed 
decisions about treatment as defined in Idaho Code§ 18-21 l(S)(d). 
The report shall be filed in triplicate with the Clerk of the District Court, or his deputy, no 
later than the 3 t> 'I'--- day of r-vl- ,J 2013 . The clerk shall 
provide a copy of the report to the prosecutor~nd the ;ublic defender. 
The examiner shall have three (3) days to determine the best location for the examination. 
If deemed necessary for purposes of the examination, the examiner may request a court order for 
confinement to a jail, hospital, or other suitable facility. 
The Court finds that the defendant is unable financially to pay the costs of the 
examination as determined in accordance with chapter 8, title 19, Idaho Code. The costs of the 
examination shall be borne by Ada County. If able, the defendant may be required to reimburse 
Ada County for the cost of the examination. 
The defendant is currently incarcerated at the Ada County Jail. The Ada County Sheriff 
shall allow the examiner, and any and all members of his/her staff, access to the defendant and 
entry into the Ada County Jail to conduct the examination(s) of the defendant at any and all 
reasonable, prearranged times. The Ada County Sheriff shall provide a private area for the 
evaluation and any and all reasonable facilities to the examiner, and any and all members of 
his/her staff, to complete the examination of the defendant. 
The Clerk of this Court shall serve a copy hereof upon the Idaho Department of Health 
and Welfare-District 4 Adult Mental Health, the Ada County Trial Court Administrator, the 
Ada County Sheriff, the Ada County Prosecutor, and the Ada County Public Defender forthwith. 
SO ORDERED AND DATED, thi~~y ~f April 2013. 
ORDER FOR MENTAL EVALUATION, ACCESS, AND FUNDS 2 
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Wilper !Johnson 051413 Cro ~II Courtroom508 
09:01 :34 AM 1 I I Cu~ 
.. ~:;·~·~·;·;~··:~·l·~~unsel···-···········l·~~::::~:;~~a~~~~;:,n n~!:;~r 8~~~ 1~=:~r .............................................................................................  
09:02:07 AM j Counsel j have all received report 
09:02: 16 AM j Ct i Notes report says def. competent to proceed 
·~:;~;;~; .. ~~·l·~~~::~'················l·~~~~!·:~:~;ee .. with .. report ............................................... -..................................................................................................................  
.. 09 :.03 :.1.7 .. AM .i.ct ........................................ .~:::~!!h::::~:~(:::!~~r::h:~::::~:~:~:~:~~~~~~~:::~5:~~ij:~:~(.p~~~:\!!~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
09:03:47 AM i Def stands charges 
...................................... .. ........................ -.-....... .. ................................................... -, .. , ......................................................................... -... , ..... -..................................................................................................... . 
09:03:54 Ct Enters NG plea. Court and counsel discuss Trial Days. 
·······-·······················-············ ···················-····-························ ·································································································-·································-········--·······································································································! 09:05:12 AM 1 /11/13 at 9, PTC- 9/3/13 at 11 (2-3 week trial) 09: 06: 31 AM i, · ······························································--···-······--····-··--···················-·-··-·--··················-·-·-························································································· 
i· 
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2 
3 
4 
N0,--..--::-~~--1----
AM. //,' ?'< Fl~·~·-+----
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRft~~~~rN 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
5 SHAWN FISHER, Case No. CRFE-13-02326 
NOTICE OF JURY TRIAL Defendant. 
6 
7 Appearances: 
s Prosecuting Attorney 
Inter Dept. Mail 
Counsel for the State 
9 
Public Defender Counsel for Defendant 
10 Inter Dept. Mail 
11 THIS IS YOUR NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING 
12 THE ABOVE ENTITLED MATTER HAS BEEN SET FOR TRIAL BEFORE THE COURT AND A 
JURY ON SEPTEMBER 11, 2013, TO COMMENCE AT THE HOUR OF 9:00 AM. 
13 
A PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE IS SET FOR SEPTEMBER 3, 2013, AT 11:00 AM. THE 
14 DEFENDANT WILL BE AVAILABLE PERSONALLY WITH COUNSEL AT THIS PRE-TRIAL 
CONFERENCE UNLESS EXCUSED BY THE COURT. 
15 THIS TRIAL WILL CONTINUE DAILY THEREAFTER UNTIL COMPLETED, SKIPPING TUESDAYS. 
16 All requested jury instructions must be submitted to the Court five (5) days prior to trial. 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
23 
24 
25 
26 
Notice is hereby given that an alternate judge may be assigned to preside over the trial of this case. 
The following is a list of potential alternate iudges: 
Hon. G.D. Carev Hon. Darla Williamson 
Hon. Dennis Goff Hon. James Morfitt 
Hon. Daniel C Hurlbutt, Jr Hon. Gerald Schroeder 
Hon. James Judd Hon. Kathryn A Sticklen 
Hon. Michael McLauahlin Hon. Linda Trout 
Hon. Duff McKee Hon. Gregory Culet 
Hon. W.H. Woodland Any sitting Fourth District Judge 
Copies sent to above counsel. 
Notice of Trial 
000069
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
:~.======~F..rtii'c~.~M ~e7{../'Z!~.!,.4/ 
JUN 2 5 2013 
CHRISTOPH~R D. RICH, Clerk 
By MA!JRA OLSON 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
__________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Response to 
Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this ~ 'day of June, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT (FISHER), Page 1 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
NO. 
FILEi. 
A.M·----P.M ___ _ 
JUL O 8 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KATRINA CHRISTENSEN 
DEPury 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION TO TRANSPORT 
DEFENDANT 
COME NOW, AUGUST H. CAHILL and ERIC R. ROLFSEN of the Ada County 
Public Defender's office, counsel of record for the above-named Defendant, and moves this 
Court pursuant to ICR 6.3( c) for an ORDER transporting Defendant from the Ada County Jail to 
the Ada County Courthouse for the purpose of reviewing the transcript of the grand jury 
proceedings conducted in this case. By order of this Court on or about April 17, 2013, while 
counsel is allowed to provide Defendant access to the transcript, counsel is precluded from 
providing Defendant with a copy. 
V MOTION TO TRANSPORT DEFENDANT 1 
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Therefore, upon the grounds and for the reasons contained herein, counsel for Defendant 
ask that this Court issue an Order transporting Defendant from the Ada County Jail to the Ada 
County Courthouse for the sole purpose of reviewing the grand jury transcript prepared in this 
matter. . ,_.} 
DATED, this 3 day of July 2013. 
TH. CAHILL or 
ROLFSEN 
Attorneys for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this K day of July 2013, I mailed (served) a true and 
correct copy of the within instrument to: 
JOHNS. DINGER 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
MOTION TO TRANSPORT DEFENDANT 2 
000072
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
N0·-7,r;,.::--i:iic;:;------
A.M. 9</6 FILED P.M. ___ _ 
JUL 1 0 2013 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAW ISHER, 
DOB:
SSN: 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT DEFENDANT 
By Order of this Court on or about April 17, 2013, Defendant is precluded from 
possessing a copy of the transcript of the grand jury proceedings in this matter; however, 
Defendant is allowed to review the material. To aid in his own defense, this Court finds good 
cause to grant the Motion to Transport Defendant now before this Court. 
Therefore, the Ada County Sheriff shall bring Defendant from the Ada County Jail to the 
Ada County Courthouse on a day that is both convenient to the Ada County Sheriff and that is 
within a reasonable amount of time after the filing date of this Order. The Sheriff is directed to 
l'f1; fiA, fD1 A-a fr,~~1-
oru>ER TO TRANSPORT DEFENDAN'i' 1 
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provide Defendant with a quiet, private area in which to review said transcript, and afford 
Defendant a reasonable amount of time to review said transcript. Further, the Court notes that the 
transcript is in excess of 200 pages; therefore, should Defendant require additional time to 
review the transcript, this transport order shall be continuing in nature, and the Sheriff is directed 
to bring Defendant to the Ada County Courthouse to finish reviewing the transcript. 
This Court directs the office of the Ada ~ounty Public Defender to coordinate the 
transport of Defendant with the Ada County Sheriffs transport personnel. 
The Clerk of this Court shall serve a copy hereof upon the Ada County Prosecutor, the 
Ada County Public Defender, and the Ada County Sheriff forthwith, and certify to said same. 
SO ORDERED AND DATED, this 1-r-day of July 2013. 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT DEFENDANT 2 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537, or 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
~~.JO: Qs FIL~----
JUL 1 7 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. 'Ri.'$1{'Clerk 
By MAURA OLSON 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
STIPULATION TO SET 
COMPETENCY HEARING PURSUANT 
TO I.C. § 18-212(1) 
The parties above-named, by and through undersigned counsel, come now and move this 
Court to set a hearing in this matter pursuant to IDAHO CODE§' 18-212(1). 
On April 19, 2013, Defendant filed Motion for Mental Evaluation pursuant to IDAHO 
CODE § 18-211, which was subsequently granted by this Court on April 20, 2013. On May 9, 
2013, a report was submitted to the Court concluding Defendant was competent to proceed. On 
May 14, 2013, after reviewing Dr. Sombke's report, this Court deemed Defendant fit to proceed 
and set this matter for trial after Defendant entered pleas of not guilty. 
STIPULATION TO SET COMPETENCY HEARING PURSUANT TO I.C. § 18-212(1) 1 
000075
.. "-\.i..: r • 
Subsequent to the aforementioned proceedings in this matter, Defendant has called into 
question his competency and, therefore, seeks a review hearing pursuant to IDAHO CODE § 18-
212(1 ). The parties agree that it is appropriate for this Court to hold a hearing regarding this 
matter. -fA 
DATED, this K day of July 2013. 
JO N S. DINGER or 
K E. WITTWER 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office Attorneys for Defendant 
STIPULATION TO SET COMPETENCY HEARING PURSUANT TO J.C.§ 18-212(1) 2 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537, or 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
RECEIVED 
JUL 1 s· 2013 
Ada County Clerk 
NO. ___ "-i:ii"'i:n"'--:-~--
A.M. ____ F,_....Le •• ~. /J. 1 '5'~ 
JUL 1 8 2013 
CHRISTOPHER . 
BylNGA SON 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
DOB:
SSN: 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER ALLOWING ACCESS TO 
DEFENDANT 
The Ada County Sheriff shall allow Camille A. LaCroix, MD, or any member of his/her 
staff, entry into the Ada County at any and all reasonable, prearranged times. The Ada County 
Sheriff shall also provide a quiet, private area with a table and any and all other reasonable 
facilities and necessary equipment to Camille A. LaCroix, MD, or any members of his/her staff. 
Some meetings may require the use of at least one hand, the Ada County Sheriff shall also take 
the necessary course of action to ensure that the defendant is able to complete any and all testing 
offered by Camille A. LaCroix, MD, or any member of his/her staff. 
SO ORDERED AND DATED, this / y'(/ day of July 2013. 
cc~ Ptr. f 01 ~er 
ORDER ALLOWING ACCESS TO DEFENDANT 
000077
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
NO·-----;;~----
A.M. ____ F_IL~.~.J,;2 , ?0 
/ 
JUL 1 8 2013 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER FOR DELIVERY OF 
MEDICAL RECORDS TO THE 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING 
ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 
PURSUANT TO THE HEALTH 
INSURANCE PORTABILITY 
AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 
AND IDAHO CODE §19-3004; 
ICR17 
This Court, upon information from the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office that 
certain medical records described herein are necessary for preparation and presentation of the 
Prosecution's case in the above-captioned matter, and the Court concluding that the medical 
records do appear to be relevant and necessary to the proper adjudication of this matter, hereby 
orders that employees or representatives of Ada County Jail produce all personal health 
ORDER FOR DELIVERY OF MEDICAL RECORDS TO THE ADA COUNTY 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S OFFICE PURSUANT TO THE HEALTH INSURANCE 
PORTABILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT AND IDAHO CODE §19-3004; ICR 17, 
Page 1 
cc·, fv'}, f}) 
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... 
information, including but not limited to any/all medical records, mental health records, 
photographs, including eye photographs or scans, charts, x-rays, lab reports, skeletal and/or CT 
scans, other imaging and billing statements in their custody pertaining to Shawn Nathan Fisher, 
DOB DOS 2/20/13 to present to the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's' Office in 
I' 
response to a subpoena issued by the Prosecution in this case. The records may be generally 
provided in the manner set out in Idaho Code §9-420, except that said records are to be made 
available for pickup by an agent of the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office or law 
enforcement within three business days of the service of the subpoena, rather than be delivered to 
the Court. 
This Order is also intended to require that personal health information, other than just the 
described written medical records, such as information known to employees or representatives of 
Ada County Jail also be provided to the prosecution or criminal defense by interview when 
asked for and that those employees or representatives of Ada County Jail will testify if required. 
Any questions regarding said records should be directed to the Ada County Prosecuting 
Attorney's Office, (208) 287-7700. 7 
IT IS SO ORDERED this //'day of July, 2013. 
a 
ORDER FOR DELIVERY OF MEDICAL RECORDS TO THE ADA COUNTY 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S OFFICE PURSUANT TO THE HEALTH INSURANCE 
PORTABILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT AND IDAHO CODE §19-3004; ICR 17, 
Page2 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537 or 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
NO. l'lbl:i -~,e.,;.;..=5_0_ A.M.--___ _,,,,l',M, C:,: 
JUL \ 9 2013 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
DEFENDANT'S DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE TO COURT 
COMES NOW, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, Defendant above-named, by and through 
counsel AUGUST H. CAHILL and ERIC R. ROLFSEN, Ada County Public Defender's office, 
and informs this Court that Defendant has complied with the State's request for discovery by 
serving upon JOHN S. DINGER, counsel for the state of Idaho, with Defendant's Response to 
Request for Discovery on the above-filed date. 
:\(/\ 
DATED, this {l day of July 2013. 
AUGUST H. CAHILL or 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this J:j_ day of July 2013, I mailed (served) a true and 
correct copy of the within instrument to: 
JOHN S. DINGER 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
DEFENDANT'S DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT 
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3 
4 
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7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
J' r' 
,• 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUN 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CRFE-13-02326 
NOTICE OF STATUS/ SCHEDULING 
CONFERENCE 
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED That a Status/ Scheduling Conference has been set on 
July 25, 2013 at 3:00 PM in the Ada County Courthouse regarding the above entitled matter. 
Dated: 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this 22 day of }),_~013, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing instrument to be mail~, postage prepaid, to: 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
lnterdept Mail 
Ada County Public Defender 
lnterdept Mail 
Notice of Status/Scheduling Conference 
000081
·- Courtroom504 
03:28:42 PM I St v Shawn Fisher CRFE13-02326 Status/Sch. conf. Def. in 
................... - ................................. -................ ___ ......... __ ... C todv ..................................................................................................................... - ............ _ ..___ ..................................................................................... . 
03:29:05 PM I Counsel . inger/Wittwer/ Cahill/ Rolfsen 
03:29:22 PM I Ct . lls case and reviews, notes Stip to Set Competency Hearing. 
03:31 :35 PM jCt !Comments on Speedy Trial issues 
03:32:24 PM I Ct I Notes just met in chambers with all counsel to discuss speedy trial 
1 concerns. 
03:32:48 PM I I Based on Stipulation, will allow a 18-212 hearing in spite of 
....... -...... --.... -.-............. -·-·-! ........................ ___ .. _ ............ Previous .. find i nQ .. of .. com petenr;?J ................ - ................. ·----·--·-·-............................................................................ . 
03:35: 15 PM Dinger No obj. to 18-212 hearing w/o a new 18-211 motion. 
........ HHOHHHHH00000000000HH0000 .. HO OOOOHHOH00 .. 00,0"0"""""'MOOHOO .... ON--ON-H--OOOOOOOOOOOO __ ,.,,,, ................................ , .... oooooOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOHH0000000000000 .. 0,00000H00""""'"""""""""'"'""""'°""'--000 .. 00000000,0,00 .. 0HM"""""'NNHHO 
03:36:45 PM, Cahill Responds, concurs with status of case/ in chambers meeting 
.......................................................... ..1 ........ -... -...................... ___ ........ _ .......... __ ..................................................................................................................................................... _ .................................................................................................... . 
03:42:33 PM I Cahill I Believes has good cause ~or motion. 
03:45:34 PM I Cahill I Moves vacate trial, cont. to december. 
03:46: 19 PM I Dinger j No obj to vacate trial and set competency hearing to that date. 
I i 
03:46:55 PM I Ct j Notes met on 7/12 in chambers to discuss these matters. 
03:47:55 PM I Dinger I Concurs, reiterates status. Asks any reports from witnesses for I '9/11 hearing be given to state by 9/1 for time to prepare 
03:48:58 PM I Ct ates Stip for Competency Hearing is a functional equivilant of a 
new 18-211 motion. 
03:52:00 PM I Cahill I Comments re: Dr. Somkes report. w/ int. by court 
03:54:43 PM I Ct I Rescinds Order/Finding of competency. Mr. Dinger to prepare 
Order clarifies issues to be included in Order . 
........ , __ , ................. _ .................................................................................... __ ... 1 ..................................................... _ ................................................................................................................................................................ __ ........... - .... , 
03:58:08 PM I Wittwer I Expresses concerns re: Stipulation- stipulate to hearing, not 
....................................... -.................. ! ....... --...................................... ,.stipulating .. to .. finding .. of .. not .. being .. competent ................................. --.--............................................ .. 
03:59:05 PM j Ct Clarifies- Competency called into question by def. on 7_ /_!_?. Deems 
•
1
. oral motion on 7 /12 is the functional equilivant to Motion for 18-211. 
. Previous finding of competency is now being challanged, No I findings now of competency or incompetencey until after 9/11 
.......................................................... J_ ................................................ hearing ............................................................... ·------·-·-....... _ .. ___ ....................... -...............................................................................................  
04:02:58 PM I Cahill 'clarifies. 
04:03: 15 PM I Ct Grants Motion to Vacate Trial and Pretrial, Competency hearing 
I now on 9/11. 
04:03:42 P Wittwer I Responds. 
04:04:28 P Ct · Responds- Instead of Rescinding Finding of Competency, prepare 
.. 64':'o's':'3·5 ... p'fvff"" .................................... ,_, ord~r .. vacatinQ ... trial .. and .. settinQ ... for .. hearin.9 ..... _ .... _ ........ -..................... -................................................... .. 
04:06:37 PM I• 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
NO. ~"'" A.M. _ _,,t,_ ___ P.M----
AUG - 6 2313 
CHRISTOPHER D. F41CH, Clerk 
By KATRINA CHRiST'r.:~JSEN 
DEFLI fy 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
__________ ) 
TO THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANT: 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho 
Criminal Rules, specifically requests discovery and inspection of the following additional 
information, evidence and materials: 
(1) All reports for Dr. Craig Beaver and Dr. Christina La Croix; 
\V SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY (FISHER), Page I 
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(2) All raw data contributing to the reports above; 
(3) All notes contributing to the reports above. 
DATED this S day of August, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this V · day of August, 2013, a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing Specific Request for Discovery was served to Gus Cahill and Eric 
Rolfsen, Ada County Public Defender's Office, in the manner noted below: 
o By depo~iting copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
)6J By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
Legal Assistant 
SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY (FISHER), Page 2 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537, and 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimil~: (208) 287-7409 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN N;· FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION TO SUPPRESS 
. . 
. . 
COMES NOW, SHAWN N. FISHER, the above-named Defendant, by and through 
,, 
counsel of the Ada County Public Defender's office, AUGUST H. CAHILL and ERIC R. 
ROLFSEN, and moves this Court pursuant to ICR 12(b)(3) to suppress any and all statements, 
confessions, and/or admissions made by and/or attributed to Defendant to law enforcement 
officials. 
The admissions, confessions, and/or statements made by Defendant were not consensual, 
were coer~ed, and were unwarned, all of which violate Defendant's Fifth, Sixth, and Fourteenth 
a 
Amendment rights under the United States Constitution and Article I, sections 17 and 13, of the 
Idaho Coqstitution. i"li 
DATED, this ( 3 day of August 2013. 
AUGUST H. C IL 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN 
. 'V MOTION TO SUPPRESS 1 
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Attorneys for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this U day of August 2013, !'mailed (served) a true 
and correct copy of the within instrument to: 
JOHN S. DINGER and 
KAI E. WITTWER 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
MOTION TO SUPPRESS 2 
000086
11. ' .... 
. . 5-o 
NO- /I) ~M----
A.M.- • 
AUG\ 4 2m3 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Def end ant 
CHRISTOPHERCHORl~~~s~~erk 
By KATRINA 
DEPUTY 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537, and 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
• I 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN N. FISHER, 
Defendant. 
. Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION TO DISMISS INDICTMENT 
COMES NOW, SHAWN N. FISHER, the above-named Defendant, by and through 
counsel of the Ada County Public Defender's office, AUGUST H. CAHILL and ERIC R. 
ROLFSEN, and moves this Court pursuant to ICR 6.6(a) and 6.7 for its ORDER dismissing the 
Indictment found against Defendant in the above~entitled matter. Defendant's motion is made 
upon the grounds and for the reason that the evidence presented at the grand jury proceedings 
failed to establish that there was reasonable or probable cause to believe that Defendant 
committed the crimes for which he has been held to answer in the district court. 
Further, Defendant hereby wishes to incorporate the transcript of the grand jury 
proceedings previously lodged in the above-entitled action. 
DATED, this J 3't2ay of August 2013. 
MOTION TO DISMISS INDICTMENT 
AUGUST H. CAHILL or 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN 
Attorneys for Defendant 
1 
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' ... ll Jo,. 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY ~ERTIFY, that on this J.!L day of August 2013, I mailed (served) a true 
and correct copy of the within instrument to: 
JOHN S. DINGER and 
KAI E. WITTWER 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
MOTION TO DISMISS INDICTMENT 2 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
·10. ____ ~;:;--~,_ __ 
FILED c~ -
A.M·----P.M. __ /L._'-----
t-.UG 1 9 2013 
CHf.1!STOPI-IER o. RICH, Clerk 
By ELAINE TONG 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH WDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE TO COURT 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada County, State 
of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted an Addendum to Response to 
Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this J1 day of August, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT (FISHER), Page 1 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant . 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537, and 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
· Deputy Public Defenders . 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
NO·---~F,'""'Leo=--'"~.--,~=--
A.il>'i. ____ P,M. ___ _ 
i.CJ 3 0 · 2013 
CHRISTOPHf::H D. RICH, Clerk 
By ELAINE TONG 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN .NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
DEFENDANT'S 2ND DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE TO COURT . 
COMES NOW, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, Defendant above-named, by and through 
counsel AUGUST H. CAHILL and ERIC R. ROLFSEN, Ada County Public Defender's office, 
and informs this Court that Defendant has complied with the State's request for discovery by 
serving upon JOHN S. DINGER and KAI E. WITTWER, counsel for the state of Idaho, with 
Defendant's Addendum to ~scovery on !he above-filed date. 
. DATED, thi~ nay ?f August 2013. 
Attorneys for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this~() day of August 2013, I mailed (served) a true 
and correct copy of the within instrument to: 
' 
JOHN S. DINGER and 
KAI E. WITTWER 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
ln!erdepartmental Mail 
DEFENDANT'S 2°d DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT 
' 
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\V 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83 702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
/' 
NO. "'f.i:~t' A.M.----
SEP O 3 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KATRINA CHRISTENSEN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
______________ ) 
TO THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANT: 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
SECOND SPECIFIC 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho 
Criminal Rules which states "Upon written request of the prosecutor the defendant shall 
provide a written summary or report of any testimony that the defense intends to introduce 
pursuant to Rules 702, 703, or 705 of the Idaho Rules of Evidence at trial or hearing", 
SECOND SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY (FISHER), Page 1 
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specifically requests discovery and inspection of the following additional information, 
evidence and materials: 
(1) All reports for Dr. Craig Beaver and Dr. Christina La Croix, including their 
opinions and facts those opinions are based on. 
This is now the third request made by the State. The State made this same request on 
April 19, 2013 and on August 6, 2013. 
DATED this :> day of September, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
SECOND SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY (FISHER), Page 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
. vii/ 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ?f!_ day of September, 2013, a true and 
correct ·copy of the foregoing Specific Request for Discovery was served to Gus Cahill 
and Eric Rolfsen, Ada County Public Defender's Office, in the manner noted below: 
o By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
'{\ By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
..) 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
Legal Assistant 
SECOND SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY (FISHER), Page 3 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83~02 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NO·-----==--=r-,,,_.,.. __ 
A.M. ____ F_IL~-~ Z1 Z--1 
SEP -4 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ELAINE TONG 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION TO COMPEL & 
ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR 
SPECIAL PROCEDURES 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, pursuant to I.C.R. 16(k) hereby move this Court for an order compelling 
discovery of a written report or summary of any expert testimony by Dr. Craig Beaver and Dr. 
Christina LaCroix the defense intends to introduce pursuant to I.RE. 702, 703 or 705 at trial or any 
hearing, as provided in I.C.R. 16(c)(4). 
In the alternative, in the event that the State for any reason does not receive a written report 
or summary of expert testimony as requested, the State requests an order providing that, at the 
competency hearing currently scheduled to commence on September 11, 2013, Dr. Robert Engle be 
allowed to be present in the courtroom and be seated at counsel table during any expert witness 
testimony offered by the defense ... Further, the State requests that before proceeding with the cross-
MOTION TO COMPEL & ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR SPECIAL PROCEDURES (FISHER), Page 1 
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examination of any such expert witness the State be granted sufficient time to consult with Dr. 
Engle so as to be adequately prepared to cross-examine the defense's expert witnesses. 
This motion is supported by the Memorandum in Support filed contemporaneously herewith 
and incorporated herein by reference. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this _j_ day of September, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
MOTION TO COMPEL & ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR SPECIAL PROCEDURES (FISHER), Page 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this :i day of September, 2013, I caused to be served, 
a true and correct copy of the foregoing MOTION TO COMPEL & ALTERNATIVE MOTION 
FOR SPECIAL PROCEDURES upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
ERIC ROLFSEN and/or AUGUST CAHILL, Ada County Public Defender's Office, 200 W. Front 
St., Rm. 1107, Boise ID 83702 
fJ By hand delivery. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attomey(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
Legal Assistant 
MOTION TO COMPEL & ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR SPECIAL PROCEDURES (FISHER), Page 3 
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. . .. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83 702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NO. ___ --;:;;o;:;:::--:::o~~=--
A.M. ____ F_1L,~.t Z: ztz 
SEP -4 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ELAINE TONG 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 
OF MOTION TO COMPEL & 
ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR 
SPECIAL PROCEDURES 
_______________ ) 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, submit this Memorandum in Support of Motion to Compel & Alternative 
Motion for Special Procedures. 
PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 
On April 30, 2013, upon motion of the defense, the Court ordered a mental evaluation of the 
Defendant pursuant to LC.§ 18-211. In a report dated May 9, 2013, Dr. Chad Sombke, Ph.D., 
concluded that the Defendant had the capacity to understand the proceedings against him and also 
had the capacity to assist in his own defense. Although the defense did not initially raise any 
challenge to Dr. Sombke's conclusions, by stipulation the parties subsequently agreed that the Court 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL & ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR SPECIAL PROCEDURES 
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could schedule a hearing pursuant to I. C. § 18-212 to allow the defense to contest the findings in the 
report. That hearing is now scheduled to commence on September 11, 2013. 
\ 
On three separate occasions the State has requested the discovery of written reports and 
summaries of any expert testimony the defense intends to introduce pursuant to I.R.E. 702, 703 or 
705. The first request was made in the State's initial Request for Discovery filed on April 19, 2013. 
Subsequent to the filing of the above-mentioned stipulation to schedule a hearing pursuant to LC. § 
18-212, the State has made two specific requests for discovery again seeking a written summary or 
report of expert testimony, specifically that to be offered by Dr. Craig Beaver and Dr. Christina 
LaCroix. 1 Those requests were made on August 6, 2013, and September 3, 2013. 
In an Addendum to Discovery dated August 29, 2013, the defense formally disclosed Dr. 
Beaver and Dr. LaCroix as expert witnesses, and included with the Addendum was the raw testing 
data used by Drs. Beaver and La Croix during their examinations of the Defendant. The Addendum 
stated that the defense at that time did not possess either the curricula vitae ofDrs. Beaver and 
La Croix or any written summary or report of testimony they would offer at trial or hearing. 
However, it noted that upon receipt of those items the defense would provide them to the State. To 
date, the State has not been provided any written summary or report from either Dr. Beaver or Dr. 
LaCroix. 
ARGUMENT 
Pursuant to I.C.R. 16( c )( 4), upon written request the State is entitled to "a written summary 
or report of any testimony that the defense intends to introduce pursuant to Rules 702, 703 or 705 of 
the Idaho Rules of Evidence at trial or hearing." Furthermore that summary "must describe the 
1 The defense previously had informed the State that it intended to utilize the services of Dr. Beaver and Dr. LaCroix 
for purposes of the competency hearing. 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL & ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR SPECIAL PROCEDURES 
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witness's opinions, the facts and data for those opinions and the witness's qualifications." LC.R. 
16(c)(4). 
As noted, the State has not yet been provided any such summary or report for any expert 
heretofore disclosed by the defense. The State also has not been served with any formal written 
objection to the State's repeated requests for the summary or report. However, in an e-mail 
(attached hereto) dated September 4, 2013, one of the Defendant's attorneys informed the State's 
attorneys that he did not believe there is authority for a separate summary under LC. § 18-212 or the 
Rules of Evidence. The e-mail further asserted that the defense already had provided the basis of 
any opinions concerning competency (the defense previously having provided the raw data from Dr. 
Sombke's evaluation and also from the examinations conducted by Drs. Beaver and LaCroix). 
There was no indication that the defense intended to provide any further report or summary. 
The material provided thus far by the defense does not satisfy the requirements ofLC.R. 
16( c )( 4). The rule clearly provides that, upon written request, the defense must provide a written 
summary or report of any expert testimony, including a description of the expert's opinions. Thus 
far the defense's response to the State's repeated requests has been limited to raw data, the 
disclosure of which also is required but by itself does not meet the full requirements of the rule. 
Without a written summary or report of expert testimony as contemplated by Rule 16 the State is 
left to speculate about the opinions of the defense's experts and cannot meaningfully prepare to 
cross-examine and rebut their testimony. The defense has been on notice since April 19, 2013, that 
the State was requesting a summary or report of any expert testimony the defense intended to 
introduce at trial or hearing (which would include an LC. § 18-212 competency hearing). Now, 
with just a few days left for the State to prepare for the competency hearing, the defense is 
beginning to raise objections to the State's requests. 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL & ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR SPECIAL PROCEDURES 
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The State therefore is put in the position that it must seek an order compelling the 
production of the requested summary or report that complies with the requirements ofl.C.R. 
16( c )( 4). Without the summary or report, the State will not be able to fully and adequately prepare 
for the competency hearing. If for any reason the State does not receive prior to the hearing the 
requested summary or report that complies with Rule 16 the State asserts that, in the interest of 
fairness and justice, the State should be allowed to have Dr. Robert Engle seated at counsel table 
during any expert testimony presented by the defense, and then be allowed adequate time to consult 
with Dr. Engle about that testimony in order to be able to fully prepare to adequately cross-examine 
the defense's experts and to present any testimony in rebuttal. Without either the report or the 
procedure proposed by the State, the State will be at a clear and unfair disadvantage at the 
competency hearing. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this-~-- day of September, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
S. Dinger or Kai E. Wi 
puty Prosecuting Attorney 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL & ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR SPECIAL PROCEDURES 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this Y day of September, 2013, I caused to be served, 
a true and correct copy of the foregoing MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO 
COMPEL & ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR SPECIAL PROCEDURES upon the individual(s) 
named below in the manner noted: 
ERIC ROLFSEN and/or AUGUST CAHILL, Ada County Public Defender's Office, 200 W. Front 
St., Rm. 1107, Boise ID 83702 
~~y hand delivery. 
D By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
D By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
D By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
D By faxing copies of the same to said attomey(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
Legal Assistant 
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.• 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NO.------;F:;:-,L;::;;Eo:-z'7'7'-=-. z;~-7,-A.M. ____ P,.M ... _,=;.._ _____ _ 
SEP - 4 2013 
CKRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
. By ELAINE TONG 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION TO SHORTEN TIME 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for Ada 
County, State ofldaho, moves this Court for an Order Shortening Time to allow the State's Motion 
to Compel & Alternative Motion for Special Procedures to be heard in advance of the I.C. § 18-
212 competency hearing scheduled for September 11, 2013. 
Good cause to shorten time exists. The State's motion raises the issue of whether the 
defense' must provide to the State a written summary or report of expert testimony the defense 
intends to introduce at the hearing, as provided in I.C.R. 16( c )( 4). This issue is of a such a nature 
that an expedited hearing is imperative. 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this~ day of September, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
AdaCo tyPr. 
ohn S. Dinger or Kai E. 
eputy Prosecuting Atto 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ~ day of September, 2013, I caused to be served, 
a true and correct copy of the foregoing MOTION TO SHORTEN TIME upon the individual(s) 
named below in the manner noted: 
ERIC ROLFSEN and/or AUGUST CAHILL, Ada County Public Defender's Office, 200 W. Front 
St., Rm. 1107, Boise ID 83702 
~ By hand delivery. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attomey(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
Legal Assistant 
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Wilper !Johnson 090513 Cro1 ,II Courtroom503 
Time Speaker Note 
09:18:49 AMI ,~~s~~~hawn Fisher CRFE13-02326 Motion to Compel Def. in 
"11 ·: 31.: 26 AM l Co u nse I -·-·Twitwe rf Di.nger/-Cahill/ Rolfsen ---·-·---·-···----··---·-·--··-·-···-··-··-··--·············-··················--··-····--
· 11 : 31.: 38 AM ·1 Ct--··---·----······-Tcalls ··case -and-reviews .···grants Motion to -Shorten· Time····-·································-·-··-· 
··:;--f32: o:riiJvffwiffiver-··--··--···fMef"wHh-··cou·n~ii"eT··P·ricir·-ta··liearing-;·-Fi"~ive-i'a_n_undtirstanding';····-·····················-······ 
···f1:32:40-fi:Kii"fcr·-·--·---······TRevTews···rv10Ha·n-·ta···c;;-n7;-j;eCarg umenHuitiier-·---···--·-···············-·····················-··········--·····--······ 
11 :33: 17 AM I Wittwer Clarifies 
···r:i : 33 :24 AM rcahiW"·- ··Resiiori"a~;;-;···refferatesstatus wTiiitedectionsby-courf·······--·······-··-·-···-··--····-··-·-·-·· 
··:r 1 :~fa: 3:fi\ri • .ffcr·-·-·--·······-···-·TG-rants···Matl"an-ia··com-pe1·:-batti-s1des-· ta-disc"ia-se·-··-·-····································-·········-·--·-···-·-··· 
11 :49:45 AM I Wittwer I Responds further- no report from Dr. Engle yet 
11 :51 :44 AM I Ct I Responds-disclose asap what you can 
·····- --· .. . . ··-·-··-·--------··-··-·r-····-··--····-·-········--·····-········-····-···--·---·-····-·-··-·---·-·-··-·------··-·--··-··-··--··-·····-·--··-···-········-······-······················-·············-·-·-·-·· 11 :52:36 AM I Ct IQ. on alternative solution- Orders both sides allowed to have 
--·--·--·······-·--···-·-···---·---····--····experts .. to .. remain__in courtroom duril}R_hearing~---·-··········-·--··········-·······-························-···-· 11 :53:49 AM I Wittwer I Comments on procedure of competency hearing 
· 1 f54:3fAMlCt---··-·-··Tcf"""ari"""specitTcs·:-··withresponses by Mr~ Cahiff°·-··-···-·-··-·-···--·-·-·······-············-···-···-···---· 
11 :56:21 AM I Ct I State to Start with Dr. Sombke, def. can cross, then defense can 
·--····-·--·-·-------···---·-·---·-·-······ cal 1 ..their .. experts J. Dr ... Eng le as rebuttal.--·----·--···-·-·········-··-··--·················-······································-··· 11 :57:00 AM I Cahill I Dr. Lacroix not available until thursday. 
-11 :°59:.13 AM rc(···-·····----··--··l;~i""~~ave···up .. to- counsei"to arrange· schedules:·····9_5-·schedule .. both···-······ 
12:.00:48 PM rcahill -·--··TR:Sponds,""comments" on "procedure··--···--··----·-·--····--·················-·······························-······ 
· 12: 02: 07 PM ·1 Wittwer ····-·-T Responds··-·····-·-·-···--·--····--··---------··-·---··-·-----·-···-·---·-··-··-··-···-··············-········-··············-·--···· 
·-t2·:·03:j·1 r5Killcr·--··----·-··-··--l~-~-~~~~f i--~~n~a;~~re--tra-m-~iniorcfer··-of wftne·sses·1rrie·e·aec1·:····-··-··-·-······ 
12:04:26 PM I Cahill I Responds, will court like exhibits prior to hearing to review? 
··:r2-:"c>"if4s-·P-Mlct--·--···--··----· ·Tnv1tes-·baih .. sTcies"toprov1cfei:ire-hea"ri"ng doc-uiii-ents-w·a·e·sI.rea·:···········-··-······ 
·---·--·-·---·-··-······--·--··--·-·-·-··-· . Supply .bY friday ··--·-··---·-·--·-···---------··----·--··-·--··-···-··-·····-············-···-··························-··········-······ 12:09:09 PMjCahill Q on specifics 
···1I:1-cf 21 .. P.rviTE>Tnger ······-· wTiT .. stTi,iiiate··ia···exti-it>1is-an-,f"provide -by-to_iii_orrow:-·······-················································-······-······ 
·--·-· ·- -· -· .. _...... .. --................................................................... ,. __ ................ _ .., ________ .. _ .. __ ,,_ .. , .... , .. ,_, .... , ... -......... --............................................................................. . 
12:10:59 PM, End 
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NO·----;;-;~-Ji=/',-_ __ 
FILED -A.M. ____ P.M __ ...._ _ 
SEP - 6 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ELAINE TONG 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537 and 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
DEFENDANT'S SPECIFIC REQUEST 
FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: THE STATE OF IDAHO, Plaintiff, and to JOHN S. DINGER, Ada County 
Prosecutor's Office: 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that undersigned counsel requests discovery and copies of 
the following information, evidence, and/or materials pursuant to ICR 16 within fourteen days of 
service: 
1) Any and all reports and raw data created by Dr. Engle during his 
examinatio~~d/or psychological testing of Defendant. 
DATED, this '-I ' day of September 2013. 
AUGUST H. CAHILL or 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this~ day of September 2013, I mailed (served) a 
true and correct copy of the within instrument to: 
JOHNS. DINGER 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
2"d ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE TO COURT 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada County, State 
of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Second Addendum to Response to 
Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this _j_ day of September, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting 
2°d ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT (FISHER), Page 1 
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Wilper !Johnson 091113 Cro Courtroom508 
Time Speaker Note 
08:26:25 AMI 1st. v. Shawn Fisher CRFE13-02326 Competency Hearing Cust 
08:26:59 AM I Counsel I Wittwer/J. Dinger/ Cahill/ Rolfsen 
09:00:00 AM I Ct I Calls case and reviews 
09:03:48 AM j Ct j Reviews order of witnesses with counsel 
09:04:46 AM I Cahill I Asks take judicial notice of criminal file with report of Dr. Sombke. 
1 Previously sent via e-mail reports to be used as exhibits. Brief I summarys provided to counsel as per courts order. 
I 
···································-······················t· ..................................... . 09:06: 15 AM! Ct Takes Judicial Notice of the entire file with its reports, including 
l . reports sent last week via e-mail-Def. Exh A, B, C. Also raw data I i from State sent via e-mail 
09:07:27 'Cahill I Asks reports to be treated with confidentiality after todays heari 
.............................................. ..!. ................................................................................................................................................. - .......................................................................................................................  
Ct IQ. on specifics. Will have sealed after hearing today. Marked as 09:08:21 
.................................................. ' f ... ABC .. and .. St ... 1 ................................................................... ·-······-····················-··--...................... -............................................................. .. 
Wittwer lls 1st witness, Dr. Chad Sombke, sworn, examined 
·===,,:;,:::~:::,,,;:,,,,;,;,,;,,;,.1 ........................................................................................................................................ - ................................................................................................................. .. 
09:25:46 AM! Exh 1 es admit, adm . 
.. 1. 0 :.02: 43 .. AM .1 .......... -.............................................................. s ...... s ........................... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
10:02:48 A 
·=====·Jf ................................................... j ................................................................................................................................. _ .......................................................................................................................................... . 
10:02:48 AM j Cahill I Cross 
10:53:41 AMIWittwer !Re-direct 
... fcf·s·g·:·oI)iJvr .................................................. fwffneiis ... excu·sea·: ............................................. --··-.......... ---·-··· ..........................................................................................................................  
10:59:07 AM Rolfsen I Calls 1st witness, Dr. Craig Beaver, sworn, examined 
11 :38:00 AM I Exh D j Moved, no obj, adm. 
11 :39:41 AM I Wittwer i Cross 
12: 12:30 PM I Ct I Recess for lunch 
12:12:40 PM i 
01:14:20 P 
01 :1 
01:39:29 P , 
01 :45: 07 PM j Rolfsen ............................................................ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
.. 0.1. :.5.1. :.52 ... PM .1................................................... ...~ ... ~~·~·~·~·~·~ ......................................................... _ ............................... - ......................................................................................................... . 
01 :52:11 PM! Ct s calling witness out of order due to scheduling issues, state to 
...... -........................ - ....................... 1 ...... -......................................... butta 1 .. witness ....... -......................................... -.......................................................................................................................................  
01 :52:30 PM I Cahill Comments re: tests done by Dr. Beaver-have more tests if court 
.................... -.............. · ................................................... i.wants .. them., ... but .. don't .. feel .. necessary ..........................................................................................................................  
01 :53:56 Wittwer I No need . 
··c51°":s:f·c5:ri5·rvfJ\NHtn·er ................. TcaHs ... fiepiiiy ... N.e"i"i""b'afgie·: .. ··swo.rri·;-.. ·exam"i"ri.ecf .......................................................................................... .. 
!f~t:::=:.~-T~=Ui8~~~-=~=::=:~:==:=::::.::::= 
:~~:}~:;: ::~ J Wittwer =::J:;~;::.xcuse(====~===:~~=::=:= 
.. 02:.1.8:.33 ... PM J.Wittwer ............. ....J.calls ... Deputy .. Joh.n .. Ferguson, .sworn, .. examined ...........................................................................  
02:26:51 PM Cahill I Cross 
··cEt:·3·5·:·:i1 .. ···15·rvr ........ itf.Ne·r ................. J"Re:arre·cr···························· ..................................................................................... -·-······--.................................................................................................  
.. 02 .. :·3·er:·0·2 ... i:i.Kir ........................... J\lVitriess .. ·exc·useci ..... _ ............................................................................. -....................... : ................................................................................... .. 
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Wilper !Johnson 091113 Cro ill Courtroom508 
02:36:06 PM I Dinger I Calls Lee Penchansky, sworn, examined 02:5.fOS ... PM j Rolfsen... j Cross···· .. - .................................... _ ................. -....... .... ......................... . ........... .. 
03:01 :38 PM j Dinger j Re-direct 
03:03:05 PM i !Witness excused 
-"--"-'-'-"-.:....:;;...::;.....;......c-'-'- ' ' 
03:03: 13 PM! I Recess 
03:03:22 PM . i 
-~;:~:::~ -:~Tst· ::~ 2 -i ~~1:0~:!·,-~:~bf t:~t~nberg, swam,_ examined -----------......................... 1 
. ~; ;.;~ ;.~~ ... :~ ·l·Rolfsen .................. !.Cr~ss ............ ex·c·usecf ................................................................................... ___ ........ -................................................................................................. .. 
03: 33: 14 PM I Dinger I nothing .. niore ... fo.r .. today· ................................................................. _ .............................................................................................................  
.. 03 :.33 :.20 .. _PM .I.Ct ............. -........................ 1. Reviews .. schedule .. f or .. tomorrow ................................ - ......................................................................................................... .. 
03:34:09 PM I Counsel I Responds/clarifies 
03:34:22 PM j Ct j Responds 
03:34:57 PM I Cahill · Supplies report of Dr. LaCroix to the court for review as no obj . 
......................................................... ..1................................................... .. ...................................................... _ ............................................... __ ........................................................................................................................................... .. 
03: 35: 33 PM j Ct ....... 1.~:.~ .... ~~ .... ~~.!.~~.~ ... ~ .... ~.~ ... ~.?. .... ?..~J.:.. ..................................................................................................................................... .. 
03:36:36 PM I Ct i Recess till tomorrow at 9 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537, and 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
SEP 11 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ELAINE TONG 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, . 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
DEFENDANT'S 3RD DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE TO COURT 
COMES NOW, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, Defendant above-named, by and through 
counsel AUGUST H. CAHILL and ERIC R. ROLFSEN, Ada County Public Defender's office, 
and informs this Court that Defendant has complied with the State's request for discovery by 
serving upon JOHN S. DINGER and KAI E. WITTWER, counsel for the state of Idaho, with 
Defendant's 2nd Addendum to Discovery on the above-filed date. 
DATED, this / t/? day of September 2013. 
A~.CABl~ 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN 
Attorneys for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this Jj__ day of September 2013, I mailed (served) a 
true and correct copy of the within instrument to: 
JOHN S. DINGER and 
KAI E. WITTWER 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
DEFENDANT'S 3rd DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT 
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Wilper !Johnson 091213 Cro II Courtroom508 
Time Speaker Note 
08:16:14 AMI 1St. v. Shawn Fisher CRFE13-02326 Competency Hearing Day 2, Def. 
i lin Cust 
08: 16: 14 AM I Counsel I Wittwer/J. Dinger/ Cahill/ Rolfsen 
09:04:12 AM I- I 
.. 09:.04:.1.4 .. AM.l.Ct .......................................... i.Calls .. case .. and ... reviews ...................................................................................................................................................................................................  
09:04:49 AM! Cahill I Calls Dr. Camille Lacroix, sworn, examined 
10:20:22 AM j Dinger j Cross 
11:14:03AMI s 
11 :31 :52 AM j Dinger Cont c·ro·ss······································································································-·····-·····················--················································································································· 
···1··1···:·3~f"2°?)\rviTcaFiiff"·······--···-········-··, Re-di.re-a································································································-······-···-····--·······················-···-·······················-················································ 
11 : 52: 30 AM I i Witness steps down ............. ,, ......................... 1 
11 :53:22 AM I Ct · es on status 
11 :53:59 AM I Dinger I Calls Dr. Robert Engle, sworn, examined 
12:39:53 PM I Cahill I Cross 
12:42:54 PM f ! Witness excused · 
12:43:02 PM j Dinger j Nothing further 
12:43:07 PM I Ct recess 
12:43: 16 PM i cah11 ··caiis···sii.rre"iiuiiaTwitn·e·s-;-·"o·r:····ca·c·;:oix·:-···i3·re·v·:···sw·a·rn·:····exiimfr,·e·,r···-········-····--·-······· 
···1·2:·5~E.fcf i=>rvfr············································ l°vv"itness···exciJ°s"ea········-··-··················································-···································································································-····································-·····--··········· 
12:54: 14 PM j Cahill i Moves defer balance of hearing till wednesday to possibly recall Dr. 
! I Beaver unavailble til then. . 
··••••••·••·······················•··•············••••·•••·•. ··········································-·····················-··--··········· , .........................•................ ,,,,,.,,,,, ................................................................. , .. ,,.,,,,,,,., .............. ,,,,,, ......................................•....................................... , ................. , 
12:57:06 PM I Dinger I No obj. comments further 
12:57:26 PM jct ant to Wed. 9/18/13 at 9:00 am unless otherwise directed 
12:58:13 PM!Ct . Cahill to advise asap if not calling him. 12:59:50 PM! ct and .. cou·n-seT"dTscLi"s·s··Erfeii'nii ... schedu'ie_ ....................................................................................................................................... .. 
01:00:45 PM! jEhd 
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Courtroom508 
08:20:03 AM I l St. v. Shawn Fisher CF13-02326 Competency Hearing Day 3 Def. in 
··o'§·:TcJ":·:rr"Ji~·K;r:·~·c·o·u·n·s·er················t·g~~l~1d~oitse·rirwitiwe·rrfifrlge·r··························--················-···················· ..........................................................................................  
09: 10:28 A , Ct I Calls case and reviews, notes here for sur rebuttal only 
09: 11 :27 AM I Rolfsen I Call '?..~.: .... ~.~.~.1.~ .... ~.~.~.~:.~.'. .... ~.~.?..~.~.~ .... :.~.~~ .. 1.~.~.~ ......................................................................................................................................  
09:32:45 AM I Wittwer ................................................................................................................. -...........................................................................................................................................................  
09:37:28 AM I Witness excused, no further sur-rebuttal 
09:37:44 AM j Ct I Addresses counsel on how to proceed- will allow both sides to submit 
........................................................... 1 ................................................... 1.written ... closings .. if .. desired··································-··············································· ......................................................................................................  
09:38:31 AMI Wittwer !Asks submit in writing. 
09:38:45 AM j Ct j Next week is Judicial Conference, both sides to submit written 
I i arguments simultaneously by end of business on 9/24. Submit courtesy 
......................................................... 1 ....................................................... 1.copy.via .. e-mail.- ........ ct .. will.Jssue .. written_decision .. soon ............................................................................... -.... . 
09:40:29 AM l j End 
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:i 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191· 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
Nci·------=:-::---4~ .... , ,,..h~~-
A.M. ____ F_1~,.~ <.7: r...__:;) 
SEP 2 3 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By ELAINE TONG 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRJCT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRJCT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NA THAN FISHER, 
Defendant, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
STATE'S CLOSING BRIEF RE: 
I.C. § 18-212 COMPETENCY 
HEARING 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and offer the State's Closing Brief Re: LC.§ 18-212 Competency Hearing. 
The State respectfully requests that the Court find that the Defendant is fit to proceed according to 
the standard of competency set forth in LC.§ 18-210. 
ARGUMENT 
The Court is tasked with determining whether the Defendant is fit to proceed according to 
the standard of competency set forth in LC. § 18-210: "No person who as a result of mental disease 
STATE'S CLOSING BRIEF RE: J.C. § 18-212 COMPETENCY HEARING (FISHER), Page 1 
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or defect lacks capacity to understand the proceedings against him or to assist in his own defense 
shall be tried, convicted, sentenced or punished for the commission of an offense so long as such 
incapacity endures." This standard is based upon the test for competency to stand trial set forth in 
Dusky v. United States, 362 U.S. 402 (1960), wherein the Supreme Court stated that "the test must 
be whether he has sufficient present ability to consult with his lawyer with a reasonable degree of 
rational understanding-and whether he has a rational as well as factual understanding of the 
proceedings against him" (internal quotations omitted). Under these standards the Defendant is fit 
to proceed. 
In the first instance, Dr. Sombke concluded that the Defendant was competent to proceed. 
Dr. Sombke is experienced in forensic psychology and many times has conducted evaluations 
pursuant to I. C. § 18-211 upon order of the court. Having been assigned to evaluate the Defendant 
it is clear that he had no affiliation with either party and no reason to reach any particular conclusion 
about the Defendant's competency. He testified that in the past he has reached conclusions both for 
and against competency. Many of Dr. Sombke's observations, opinions and conclusions are 
supported by the findings of Dr. Beaver. Dr. Sombke and his report, therefore, can be relied upon in 
finding the Defendant competent to proceed. 
As a general matter, Dr. Sombke found that the Defendant was able to recall and retell past 
events, as shown by his giving a coherent personal history with a good amount of detail and his 
insistence that he remembers the events and circumstances surrounding his alleged crimes. Dr. 
Sombke noted that the Defendant was able to maintain attention and concentration rather well and 
adequately interacted with him throughout the interview. The Defendant also understood what was 
asked of him and was able to respond in an overall appropriate, coherent and rational manner. 
STATE'S CLOSING BRIEF RE: J.C.§ 18-212 COMPETENCY HEARING (FISHER),Page2 
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Dr. Sombke's observations and impressions of the Defendant show that the Defendant's 
insight into and understanding of his legal situation was good. This was evident in the answers the 
Defendant gave on the ECST-R (State's Exhibit 1). He demonstrated an understanding of basic 
courtroom procedures and the roles of different participants in the court process. While the 
Defendant declined to discuss in detail the charges against him, he expressed that he knew what 
they were and showed that he understood the severity of them and the maximum potential penalty 
he faces upon conviction of the most serious charge. He demonstrated that he was capable of 
rationally evaluating important aspects of his case, such as consulting with his lawyers about trial 
strategy-· including making a decision about testifying on his own behalf-as well as plea offers 
from the State. Importantly, in spite of some of the Defendant's comments suggesting a desire to 
just get his case over with, the Defendant expressed a willingness to work with his attorneys in his 
defense. 
These observations lead to the conclusion, as Dr. Sombke found, that the Defendant 
understands the proceedings and has the capacity to interact' with and assist his attorneys if he 
chooses to do so. He is able to understand and answer questions and "make rational decisions about 
his case in response to well-explained alternatives." (Sombke Compet. Eval. at 5.) He also has the 
capacity to testify in his own defense if called to do so. 
Many of Dr. Beaver's observations and conclusions-in spite of his insistence to the 
contrary-likewise support a finding that the Defendant is competent to proceed, particularly 
considering that Dr. Beaver's most recent interaction with the Defendant is closer in time to the 
present. To be sure, Dr. Beaver concludes that the Defendant is severely mentally ill and in need of 
psychiatric care. However, the question before the Court is not whether the Defendant is severely 
mentally ill, but whether that mental illness renders the Defendant unfit to proceed. It does not. 
STATE'S CLOSING BRIEF RE: I.C. § 18-212 COMPETENCY HEARING (FISHER), Page 3 
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While the State's witness, Dr. Engle, _agreed that the Defendant likely has a psychiatric illness, as 
Dr. Engle explained the issue is one of relevance. In other words, the question is whether the 
Defendant's psychiatric issues affect him in those things that relate to the standard of competency to 
an unacceptable degree. They do not. 
Dr. Beaver himself reaches a substantial number of important conclusions about the 
Defendant directly relevant to the standard for competency showing that he meets the standard. Dr. 
Beaver concluded, among other things, that the Defendant has average intellectual abilities; he has 
adequate skills in communication, learning and problem-solving as it relates specifically to 
competency to proceed; he has a basic understanding of the legal process and the roles of the judge 
and attorneys; he has awareness of the severity of the charges; his ability to understand, learn and 
communicate in a structured setting are within normal limits; and though the Defendant has mild 
deficits, the formal neurocognitive assessments indicate an ability to communicate and assist. All of 
these observations and conclusions go directly to the heart of the issue of competency and show that 
the Defendant is indeed competent, notwithstanding his mental illness. 
The defense also offered Dr. LaCroix's reports and testimony. She appears simply to have 
accepted Dr. Beaver's prior conclusions about the Defendant's psychiatric illness and then 
evaluated everything about the Defendant through the interpretive lens of psychosis. Dr. LaCroix's 
testimony in particular demonstrates that, to her, everything the Defendant's says or does-even 
those things that on their face have a rational, reasonable explanation-can and must be explained 
in terms of his psychosis. Her position is much more extreme than Dr. Beaver's, for, as noted 
above, Dr. Beaver's conclusions recognize that even though the Defendant is mentally ill he still 
maintains the ability to understand and assist. Put bluntly, Dr. LaCroix appears to have committed 
to the premise that the Defendant was psychotic and unfit to proceed, and her subsequent evaluation 
STATE'S CLOSING BRIEF RE: J.C.§ 18-212 COMPETENCY HEARING (FISHER),Page4 
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was designed to explain her observations in those terms. As such, she is not a particularly helpful 
witness _in aiding the Court's decision. 
On the other hand, very helpful to the Court is the testimony from the other State's 
witnesses who have interacted personally with the Defendant in every-day circumstances. The 
testimony of Deputies Daigle and Ferguson and Sgt. Stoltenberg and Lee Penchansky show that on 
a consistent basis over time the Defendant has been and is now able to understand what goes on 
around him. When he is asked questions or given instructions he comprehends them and is able to 
answer and comply. Whatever mental illness he may have does not unduly impair his ability to 
communicate, process information and make reasoned decisions. In particular, the Defendant's 
progress on the Behavior Modification Plan (BMP) and his subsequent track record of good 
behavior at the jail show that he is able to understand and remember expectations and purposefully 
conform his behavior accordingly. As Sgt. Stoltenberg explained, in his experience that is not the 
case with inmates who are seriously psychotic. 
In the end, the Court should keep foremost in its consideration of these issues the question 
ofrelevance. Whatever the Defendant's mental deficits may be, do they render him unfit to proceed 
according to legal standards? The standard of competency in I.C. § 18-210 is not a terribly 
demanding one. It seeks simply to prevent the prosecution of those who, at present, are so unfit that 
their prosecution would violate the basic principle of due process. The Supreme Court of Idaho has 
stated the issue thus: 
'Incompetency must be a relative judgment which takes into account the average 
level of ability of criminal defendants. Many defendants lack the intelligence or the 
legal sophistication to participate actively in the conduct of their defense. But 
enlarging the class of persons considered incompetent to stand trial to include all 
such defendants would fundamentally alter the administration of the criminal law. 
The standard of rational understanding emphasized in Dusky must be taken to mean 
no more than that the defendant be able to confer coherently with counsel and have 
STATE'S CLOSING BRIEF RE: J.C.§ 18-212 COMPETENCY HEARING (FISHER), Page 5 
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some appreciation of the significance of the proceeding and his involvement in it. 
. . . The question is one of degree .... ' 
State v. Powers, 96 Idaho 833, 842-43 (1975) (quoting 81 Harv.L.Rev. 454,459 (1967)) (emphasis 
added). The evidence before the Court clearly establishes that the Defendant meets that standard of 
competency to proceed, and the State requests that the Court so find. 
,-..{ 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 23 day of September, 2013. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
JS~nger or K~ E. Wittw __ e_r __ 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this cxc/Aday of ~eptember, 2013, I caused to be served, 
a true and correct copy of the foregoing STATE'S CLOSING BRIEF RE: LC. § 18-212 
COMPETENCY HEARING upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
ERJC ROLFSEN and/or AUGUST CAHILL, Ada County Public Defender's Office, 200 W. Front 
St., Rm. 1107, Boise ID 83702 X By hand delivery. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537, and 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
:~--------f'liF1LlE°a-----f!.~~lt~~ 
. ··----P.M V 
SEP 2 3 2013 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
DEFENSE CLOSING ARGUMENTS RE 
COMPETENCY HEARING 
COME NOW, AUGUST H. CAHILL and ERIC R. ROLFSEN of the Ada County 
Public Defender's office, counsel of record for the above-named Defendant, and hereby submit 
the following closing argument regarding Mr. Fisher's competency. 
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
Dr. Chad Sombke was assigned to issue a report to this Court concerning Mr. Fisher's 
mental ability to assist counsel with his defense and his ability to understand the proceedings. 
The report was also to address Mr. Fisher's capacity to make informed decisions about treatment. 
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II. LEGALSTANDARD 
Under IDAHO CODE § 18-211, Dr. Sombke was also instructed to use testing within the 
standards of his profession, issue a report with a diagnosis of Mr. Fisher's mental condition, 
opine about Mr. Fisher's capacity to understand the proceedings against him, and opine as to 
whether Mr. Fisher has the capacity to assist in his own defense. 
Pursuant to IDAHO CODE § 18-212, when a defendant's fitness to proceed is drawn into 
question, the issue shall be decided by the Court. If Mr. Fisher lacks the fitness to proceed, the 
Court shall suspend the proceedings and commit him to the Department of Health and Welfare 
for care and treatment at an appropriate facility for up to ninety days. Id. 
The standard concerning a criminal defendant's competency is controlled by Dusky v. 
United States, 362 U.S. 402 (1960). The test of a defendant's competency is whether he has 
sufficient present ability to consult with his lawyer, with a reasonable degree of rational 
understanding, and whether he has a rational and factual understanding of the proceedings 
against him. Id. It is not enough that he is oriented to time and place and has some recollection of 
the events. 
Dusky does not delineate any specific conditions that may be responsible for defects in 
incapacity. A defendant must have sufficient ability and a reasonable degree of understanding. 
Therefore, some impairment does not necessarily equate with incompetence. Ultimately, the 
issue must be decided by the court. 
Factors that may affect Mr. Fisher's condition are: 
1) Appraisal of available legal defenses. 
2) Behavior as it might affect participation. 
3) Ability to relate and interact with attorneys. 
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4). Ability to deliberate and consider legal strategy. 
5) Understanding of rules of players, such as the judge, jury, prosecutor, 
defense counsel, etc. 
6) Court procedure. 
7) Appreciation of charges. 
8) Appreciation of range and nature of possible penalties. 
9) Appraisal of likely outcomes. 
10) Ability to disclose relevant facts surrounding the offense, including his 
behavior at the time of the offense. 
11) Capacity to challenge adverse witnesses. 
12) Capacity to testify relevantly. 
13) Motivation to act in his own best interests during the proceedings. 
III. DR. SOMBKE'S EVALUATION 
Dr. Sombke spent about one hour with Mr. Fisher. Mr. Fisher seemed defiant and 
difficult. Dr. Sombke thought that he might not be able to conduct the evaluation due to Mr. 
Fisher's attitude. Dr. Sombke did not consult with defense counsel, review police reports, Mr. 
Fisher's prior medical records, or any significant background information. Dr. Sombke also 
testified that he avoided follow-up questions because he believed that Mr. Fisher would become 
angry and refuse to continue the evaluation. Dr. Sombke conducted no follow-up examination or 
investigation after his May 2013 meeting with Mr. Fisher. 
Dr. Sombke concluded that Mr. Fisher had a basic understanding of the proceedings and 
was oriented as to time and place. Dr. Sombke also found no evidence of malingering on Mr. 
Fisher's part. Lacking in Dr. Sombke's evaluation was any deep inquiry into Mr. Fisher's 
significant delusions, his skewed views of the facts, his lack of understanding of a trial's purpose 
and his obsession with his delusions to the exclusion of significant facts. All of these factors 
DEFENSE CLOSING ARGUMENTS RE COMPETENCY HEARING 3 
000121
make Mr. Fisher unable to assist his attorneys in representing him, even though he has a basic 
understanding of court procedure and can speak rationally on some issues. Nevertheless, Dr. 
Sombke found Mr. Fisher to be competent. 
IV. DR. BEAVER'S EVALUATION 
Since Dr. Sombke's evaluation, Dr. Craig Beaver has met personally with Mr. Fisher on 
three separate occasions, and his staff met with him an additional two times for testing. Dr. 
Beaver reviewed police reports, testing, Mr. Fisher's background, his medical records, his family 
history, and his disciplinary reports from the Ada County jail. 
Dr. Beaver concluded that Mr. Fisher had a basic understanding of court procedure, but 
his under~tanding was incomplete due to his delusions. Mr. Fisher is extremely paranoid and 
cannot discuss basic details of his case. He is obsessed with tangential delusions about being 
raped and about conspiracies. Mr. Fisher believes that he has special supernatural powers. He 
also wants his case transferred to the state of Texas so that he can get the death penalty. Mr. 
Fisher prefers the death penalty because he believes that he can be resurrected. The major reason 
Mr. Fisher wants a trial is to expose the conspiracy to cover up his rape by arresting officers, 
which he contends has been shown on YouTube. Mr. Fisher also acted up during a court 
appearance because of a delusion that transport officers were molesting him. Dr. Beaver found 
no evidence that Mr. Fisher was malingering or faking his delusions. 
Mr. Fisher's history shows deterioration in his functioning. He exhibits grandiosity. He 
sees nothing wrong with his unusual delusions and powers because he believes that he is 
exceptional. 
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Dr. Beaver's diagnosed Mr. Fisher as being severely mentally ill with a schizoaffective 
disorder, bipolar type. In their evaluations, Drs. Camille LaCroix and Robert Engle will also 
agree that Mr. Fisher is mentally ill. 
Mental illness alone does not constitute incompetence; however, Dr. Beaver concluded 
that Mr. Fisher cannot discuss his case rationally, he is sidetracked by delusional thinking, and is 
paranoid. Therefore, he is not competent to assist his counsel in his defense. 
V. DR. CAMILLE LaCROIX 
Dr. Camille LaCroix, a board certified forensic psychiatrist, met with Mr. Fisher. Dr. 
LaCroix sought input from defense counsel, consulted police reports, Mr. Fisher's prior medical 
history, and other background information. Dr. LaCroix conducted independent testing and also 
utilized some of Dr. Beaver's testing. Dr. LaCroix found that Mr. Fisher was mentally ill and 
unable to assist in his defense. She also found no evidence that Mr. Fisher was malingering. 
Part of the basis for Dr. LaCroix's conclusions was, to some extent, the same evidence of 
delusionary thinking by Mr. Fisher. Mr. Fisher is paranoid. He fears poisoning by the police. He 
believes he was raped by the police. He sees the death penalty as a good outcome for his case. 
He sees conspiracy by the police and the courts. He cannot discuss the substance of his case with 
his attorneys due to his paranoia. Mr. Fisher's goal at trial is to expose the police conspiracy 
against him and to expose the cover-up of his rape by the police. 
Dr. LaCroix also explained that his paranoia explains much of his jail behavior in that 
uniformed authority figures are all part of the conspiracy. The State called jail personnel as 
witnesses to dispute this observation; however, their sporadic contact with Mr. Fisher and their 
insufficient background should carry little weight. 
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Dr. LaCroix; after extensive research, evaluation, and contact with Mr. Fisher; diagnosed 
him as mentally ill and unable to assist in his defense. 
VI. DR. ROBERT ENGLE 
Dr. Engle, a psychologist, never met with Mr. Fisher. However, based upon his review 
Dr. LaCroix's and Dr. Beaver's work, he agreed that Mr. Fisher is mentally ill. Dr. Engle also 
disputed some of Dr. Beaver's and Dr. LaCroix's testing. However, Drs. Beaver and LaCroix 
both testified that evaluations and testing must be accompanied by actual interaction with the 
person evaluated. Since Dr. Engle had no contact with Mr. Fisher, his conclusions should have 
little weight. Nevertheless, Dr. Engle testified that he was unable to reach any conclusion on the 
issues that were actually pertinent to a decision and whether Mr. Fisher is unable to assist 
counsel with his defense. Therefore, Dr. Engle's testimony added little to the facts necessary for 
the determination of Mr. Fisher's competency. 
VII. CONCLUSION 
Dr. Sombke's evaluation that Mr. Fisher was competent is dated and incomplete. Dr. 
Beaver's evaluation was much more thorough, extensive, and more recent. Dr. Beaver concluded 
that Mr. Fisher is incompetent. 
Dr. LaCroix conducted a much more recent, thorough evaluation and concluded that Mr. 
Fisher is incompetent. 
Dr. Engle was unable to make most pertinent conclusions. The conclusions that he was 
able to make were of limited weight. Ultimately, however, Dr. Engle could not offer an opinion 
on the question of whether Mr. Fisher could assist counsel in his defense. Therefore, he afforded 
almost nothing to the factual picture. 
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The overwhelming weight of evidence points to Fisher's incompetence. Two recent, 
thorough evaluations by well-qualified professionals concluded that he is incompetent. Dr. 
Sombke's evaluation is too remote and incomplete. Dr. Engle could not make essential 
conclusions. 
Therefore, upon the grounds and for the reasons presented herein, the defense moves that 
Mr. Fisher be committed under lj>AHO CODE§§ 18-211 and 18-212. 
"""< ro1 
DATED, this 2d day of September 2013. 
~~~ AUGUST H. CAHILL or "-. 
r 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN 
Attorneys for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this~ day of September 2013, I mailed (served) a 
true and correct copy of the within instrument to: 
JOHNS. DINGER 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
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CHRiSTOPHf R D. RiCH, CJ.trk 
Sl~i-W'Y ABBOTI 
tn .. P'..n-v 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CRFE-2013-2326 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND 
ORDER RE: COMPETENCY 
This matter came before the Court on the parties' stipulation and joint motion for a 
competency hearing. 
BACKGROUND 
On April 9, 2013, an Ada County Grand Jury handed down a seven-count Indictment 
charging the defendant, Shawn Nathan Fisher, with Murder in the First Degree, Aggravated 
Battery, Aggravated Assault, felony Possession of a Controlled Substance, Use of a Fireann 
During the Commission of a Crime, misdemeanor Possession of a Controlled Substance and 
misdem.eanor Resisting an Officer. 
On April 16, 2013, the defendant was an'higned on the chai·ges and the matter was 
continued for an entry of plea hearing. On April l 9, 2013, Defense couns'el filed a motion for a 
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mental evaluation to be performed on the defendant to determine his fitness to proceed pursuant 
to Idaho Code § 18-210, et. seq. The statute provides: 
"No person who as a result of mental disease or defect lacks capacity to 
understand the proceedings against him or to assist in his own defense shall 
be tried, convicted, sentenced or punished for the commission of an offense so 
long as such incapacity endures." LC. 18-210. 
:-.. -
On April 30, 2013, the Court heard and granted the defendant's motion. Pursuant to Idaho 
Code§ 18-211, the Court ordered the Director of the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare to 
designate at least one qualified psychiatrist or licensed psychologist to examine and report upon 
the mental condition of the defendant. The Court ordered the report to be filed no later than 
May 30, 2013. 
On May 9, 2013, the Court and counsel received the report of Dr. Chad Sombke, Ph.D., a 
licensed psychologist. In his report, Dr. Sombke noted that Mr. Fisher was irritable and 
somewhat paranoid and angry. However, he attributed these symptoms to the defendant's 
situation of being incarcerated and facing serious felony charges. He said the defendant did not 
appear to be suffering from a mental illness or defect. Dr. Sombke concluded that Mr. Fisher had 
the capacity to understand the proceedings against him and to assist in his own defense. Dr. 
Sombke also opined that Mr. Fisher "does understand the risks and benefits of treatment and he 
does have the capacity to make informed decisions about treatment." Dr. Sombke noted, 
" ... medications may help Mr. Fisher calm down and ease some of his irritability," but that, "He is 
currently not receiving any medications at the jail and he reportedly does not want to take any 
medications." 
At a review hearing held in open court on May 14, 2013, the Court noted that neither party 
contested Dr. Sombke's findings that the defendant was competent to stand trial. Based upon Dr. 
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Sombke's report, the Court found Mr. Fisher had the capacity to understand the proceedings 
against him and to assist in his own defense. The defendant indicated he understood the nature of 
the charges and the potential consequences of conviction. The defendant stood silent when asked 
to enter a plea so the Court entered a plea of not guilty on his behalf. The Court scheduled a 
pretrial conference on September 3, 2013 and a jury trial to commence on September 11, 2013. 
On July 12, 2013, Defense counsel and prosecuting attorneys requested to meet with the 
Court in chambers to inform the Court that the Defense wished to contest Mr. Fisher's 
competency. The Court reminded counsel that another Idaho Code § 18-211 motion could be 
filed; however, the parties agreed that the matter could and should be addressed more 
expeditiously by the filing of the aforementioned joint motion and stipulation. 
On July 17, 2013, the parties filed the stipulation and motion. On July 25, 2013, the Court 
heard and granted the motion. The Court vacated the trial at the request of Defense counsel. 
The competency hearing was held over a three day period on September 11th, li11 and 18t11• 
The State was represented by Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys John S. Dinger and Kai E. Whittwer. 
The defendant was represented by Deputy Public Defenders August H. Cahill and Eric R. 
Rolfsen. The Court heard the testimony of Dr. Sombke and fom additional witnesses in support 
of the State's argument that Mr. Fisher is competent. The witnesses included an Ada County jail 
housing deputy sheriff, a jail and transport deputy, the manager of the Ada County jail 
classification unit, and a masters level social worker. All four of these witnesses have a 
substantial amount of experience in dealing with incarcerated individuals, and all fom have 
observed Mr. Fisher at the Ada County jail over a substantial period of time. 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER - 3 
000128
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
In support of the claim that the defendant is not competent, defense counsel offered the 
testimony of two expert witnesses, namely, Dr. Craig Beaver, PhD., and Dr. Camille LaCroix, 
M.D. Dr. Beaver is a clinical psychologist who has performed a great many competency 
evaluations and testified regularly in Idaho State Courts. Dr. Beaver testified that he met with Mr. 
Fisher several times and had his assistant, James Dennison, a masters level psychologist, meet 
with Mr. Fisher on several occasions to administer a number of psychological test instruments. 
Dr. Beaver also reviewed Mr. Fisher's psychiatric records from Intermountain Hospital, his 
medical records from St. Alphonsus Hospital and Dr. Sombke's report. Additionally, Dr. Beaver 
interviewed Mr. Fisher's parents and his former fiance. He also reviewed the records of Mr. 
Fisher's conduct while an inmate at the Ada County jail. In short, Dr. Beaver is of the opinion 
that Mr. Fisher is not competent to assist his attorneys in their representation of him. He testified 
that while he believes Mr. Fisher has a rational understanding of his situation and possesses 
average intelligence, he suffers from schizoaffective disorder, bi-polar type. Dr. Beaver noted Mr. 
Fisher's bizarre behaviors, auditory hallucinations, delusions and paranoia while incarcerated. He 
believes that Mr. Fisher's ability to think rationally and to communicate effectively with his 
attorneys is "contaminated" by the symptoms of his mental illness. More specifically, that when 
he is asked direct questions he can give reasonable, concrete answers, but that, "when he 
elaborates, the psychotic process spills out." 
Dr. LaCroix is a Forensic Psychiatrist. She has experience with incarcerated individuals 
and has previously testified as an expert before this Court. Dr. LaCroix reviewed the testing data 
that fo1med the basis of Dr. Sombke's report as well as his conclusions. She also reviewed Dr. 
Beaver's report and the raw data supporting it. As Dr. Sombke had done before, Dr. LaCroix also 
administered a psychological testing instrument designed to evaluate competency to stand trial, 
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the ECST-R. Dr. LaCroix testified that in her opinion, Mr. Fisher is not competent to stand trial. 
She diagnosed his mental illness as Paranoid Schizophrenia. Neither Dr. LaCroix nor Dr. Beaver 
found evidence that Mr. Fisher was feigning incompetence. 
Both Dr. Beaver and Dr. LaCroix testified that the existence of a mental disorder does not 
necessarily render a person incompetent to stand trial. 
The test to determine whether a criminal defendant is competent to stand trial is 
whether the defendant has sufficient present ability to consult with his lawyer with a 
reasonable degree of rational understanding, and whether he has a rational as well as 
factual understanding of the proceedings against him. Stone v. State, 132 Idaho 490,975 P.2d 
223 (Ct. App. 1999). 
In this case, the Court considered substantial and competent evidence and testimony from 
the State and the defense. The Court found all of the witnesses to be credible. The Court 
considered the arguments set forth in the post-hearing memoranda supplied by the parties. The 
Court finds as follows: 
1. The defendant suffers from a mental illness, either paranoid schizophrenia or 
schizoaffective disorder. 
2. The defendant does not relate and interact in a meaningful way with his attomeys. 
3. Although the defendant has a rational understanding of the charges against him, 
because of his mental illness he is unable, in his present condition, to assist in his own 
defense. 
4. The defendant lacks the capacity to make informed decisions about treatment. 
5. The defendant is in such mental condition that he is in need of supervision, evaluation, 
treatment and care. 
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6. The defendant presents a substantial risk of physical harm to other persons as 
manifested by evidence of homicidal and other violent behavior as well as evidence 
that others are placed in reasonable fear of violent behavior and serious physical harm 
to them. 
7. The defendant is dangerous to such a degree that a maximum security setting is 
required, 
BASED ON THE FOREGOING FINDINGS, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AS 
FOLLOWS: 
1. The proceedings against the defendant in this case are suspended pursuant to Idaho 
Code§ 18-212(2). 
2. The defendant is committed to the custody of the Department of Correction for a 
period not exceeding ninety (90) days. 
3. The Ada County Sheriff shall transport the defendant to and from the facility. 
4. The defendant shall undergo an evaluation of his mental condition at the time of 
admission to the facility. 
5. The Department of Correction shall provide the Court with a progress report on the 
defendant's mental condition, including an opinion whether the defendant is fit to 
proceed, or if not, whether there is a substantial probability the defendant will be fit to 
proceed within the foreseeable future. Such progress report shall be provided within a 
reasonable time in advance of the expiration of this order and in any evei1t, no later 
than December 20, 2013. 
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6. If at any time the director of the facility determines the defendant is fit to proceed, 
such determination shall be reported to the Court. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
r tJ...._ 
Dated this L day of October 2013. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, Christopher D. Rich, the undersigned authority, do hereby certify that I served, on this 
JJ1 day of October 2013, one copy of the foregoing as notice to each of the attorneys of record 
in this cause as follows: 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
via email 
Kai E. Whittwer 
Deputy Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
via email 
August H. Cahill 
Deputy Ada County Public Defender 
via email 
Eric R. Rolfsen 
Deputy Ada County Public Defender 
via email 
Ada County Sheriff's Office 
Transport and Records Divisions 
via facsimile: 577-3409 and 577-3079 
Idaho Department of Correction 
Records Division 
via facsimile: 327-7444 
CHRISTOPHERD. RICH 
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DCT 1 D 2013 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
AUGUST H. CAHILL, ISB #2537, and 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defenders 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
AMENDED MEMORANDUM AND 
ORDER RE: COMPETENCY 
This matter came before the Court on the parties' stipulation and joint motion for a 
competency hearing. 
BACKGROUND 
On April 9, 2013, an Ada County Grand Jury handed down a seven-count Indictment 
charging the defendant, Shawn Nathan Fisher, with Murder in the First Degree, Aggravated 
Battery, Aggravated Assault, felony Possession of a Controlled Substance, Use of a Firearm 
) 
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During the Commission of a Crime, misdemeanor Possession of a Controlled Substance and 
misdemeanor Resisting an Officer. 
On April 16, 2013, the defendant was arraigned on the charges and the matter was 
continued for an entry of plea hearing. On April 19, 2013, Defense counsel filed a motion for a 
mental evaluation to be performed on the defendant to determine his fitness to proceed pursuant 
to IDAHO CODE§ 18-210, et seq. The Statute provides: 
"No person who as a result of mental disease or defect lacks capacity to 
understand the proceedings against him or to assist in his own defense shall 
be tried, convicted, sentenced or punished for the commission of an offense so 
long as such incapacity endures." I.C. 18-210. 
On April 30, 2013, the Court heard and granted the defendant's motion. Pursuant to 
IDAHO CODE § 18-211, the Court ordered the Director of the Idaho Department of Health and 
Welfare to designate at least one qualified psychiatrist or licensed psychologist to examine and 
report upon the mental condition of the defendant. The Court ordered the report to be filed no 
later than May 30, 2013. 
On May 9, 2013, the Court and counsel received the report of Dr. Chad Sombke, Ph.D., a 
licensed psychologist. In his report, Dr. Sombke noted that Mr. Fisher was irritable and 
somewhat paranoid and angry. However, he attributed these symptoms to the defendant's 
situation of being incarcerated and facing serious felony charges. He said the defendant did not 
appear to be suffering from a mental illness or defect. Dr. Sombke concluded that Mr. Fisher had 
the capacity to understand the proceedings against him and to assist in his own defense. Dr. 
Sombke also opined that Mr. Fisher "does not understand the risks and benefits of treatment and 
he does have the capacity to make informed decisions about treatment." Dr. Sombke noted, 
" ... medications may help Mr. Fisher calm down and ease some of his irritability," but that, "He 
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is currently not receiving any medications at the jail and he reportedly does not want to take any 
medications." 
At a review hearing held in open court on May 14, 2013, the Court noted that neither 
party contested Dr. Sombke's findings that the defendant was competent to stand trial. Based 
upon Dr. Sombke's report, the Court found Mr. Fisher had the capacity to understand the 
proceedings against him and to assist in his own defense. The defendant indicated he understood 
the nature of the charges and the potential consequences of conviction. The defendant stood 
silent when asked to enter a plea so the Court entered a plea of not guilty on his behalf. The 
Court scheduled a pretrial conference on September 3, 2013, and a jury trial to commence on 
September 11, 2013. 
On July 12, 2013, Defense counsel and prosecuting attorneys requested to meet with the 
Court in chambers to inform the Court that the Defense wished to contest Mr. Fisher's 
competency. The Court reminded counsel that another IDAHO CODE § 18-211 motion could be 
filed; however, the parties agreed that the matter could and should be addressed more 
expeditiously by the filing of the aforementioned joint motion and stipulation. 
On July 17, 2013, the parties filed the stipulation and motion. On July 25, 2013, the Court 
' 
heard and granted the motion. The Court vacated the trial at the request of Defense counsel. 
The competency hearing was held over a three-day period on September 11th, 1 ih, and 
18th. The State was represented by Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys John S. Dinger and Kai E. 
I 
Wittwer. The defendant was represented by Deputy Public Defenders August H. Cahill and Eric 
R. Rolfsen. The Court heard testimony of Dr. Sombke and four additional witnesses in support of 
the State's argument that Mr. Fisher is competent. The witnesses included an Ada County jail 
housing deputy sheriff, a jail and transport deputy, the manager of the Ada County jail 
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classification unit, and a masters level social worker. All four of these witnesses have a 
substantial amount of experience in dealing with incarcerated individuals, and all four have 
observed Mr. Fisher at the Ada County jail over a substantial period of time. 
In support of the claims that the defendant is not competent, defense counsel offered the 
testimony of two expert witnesses, namely, Dr. Craig Beaver, Ph.D., and Dr. Camille LaCroix, 
M.D. Dr. Beaver is a clinical psychologist who has performed a great many competency 
evaluations and testified regularly in Idaho State Courts. Dr. Beaver testified that he met with 
Mr. Fisher several times and had his assistant, James Dennison, a masters level psychologist, 
meet with Mr. Fisher on several occasions to administer a number of psychological test 
instruments. Dr. Beaver also received Mr. Fisher's psychiatric records from Intermountain 
Hospital, his medical records from St. Alphonsus Hospital and Dr. Sombke's report. 
Additionally, Dr. Beaver interviewed Mr. Fisher's parents and former fiance. He also received 
the records of Mr. Fisher's conduct while an inmate at the Ada County jail. In short, Dr. Beaver 
is of the opinion that Mr. Fisher is not competent to assist his attorneys in their representation of 
him. He testified that while he believes Mr. Fisher has a rational understanding of his situation 
and possesses average intelligence, he suffers from schizoaffective disorder, bi-polar type. Dr. 
Beaver noted Mr. Fisher's bizarre behaviors, auditory hallucinations, delusions and paranoia 
while incarcerated. He believes that Mr. Fisher's ability to think rationally and to communicate 
effectively with his attorneys is "contaminated" by the symptoms of his mental illness. More 
specifically, that when he is asked direct questions he can give reasonable, concrete answers, but 
that, ''when he elaborates, the psychotic process spills out." 
Dr. LaCroix is a Forensic Psychiatrist. She has experience with incarcerated individuals 
and has previously testified as an expert before this Court. Dr. LaCroix reviewed the testing data 
AMENDED MEMORANDUM AND ORDER RE: COMPETENCY 4 
000137
that formed the basis of Dr. Sombke's report as well as his inclusions. She also reviewed Dr. 
Beaver's report and the raw data supporting it. As Dr. Sombke had done before, Dr. LaCroix also 
administered a psychological testing instrument designed to evaluate competency to stand trial, 
the ECST-R. Dr. LaCroix testified that in her opinion, Mr. Fisher is not competent to stand trial. 
She diagnosed his mental illness as Paranoid Schizophrenia. Neither Dr. LaCroix nor Dr. Beaver 
found evidence that Mr. Fisher was feigning incompetence. 
Both Dr. Beaver and Dr. LaCroix testified that the existence of a mental disorder does not 
necessarily render a person incompetent to stand trial. 
The test to determine whether a criminal defendant is competent to stand trial is 
whether the defendant has sufficient present ability to consult with his lawyer with a 
reasonable degree of rational understanding, and whether he has a rational as well as 
factual understanding of the proceedings against him. Stone v. State, 132 Idaho 490, 975 P.2d 
223 (Ct.App. 1999). 
In this case, the Court considered substantial and competent evidence and testimony from 
the State and the defense. The Court found all of the witnesses to be credible. The Court 
considered the arguments set forth in the post-hearing memoranda supplied by the parties. The 
Court finds as follows: 
1. The defendant suffers from a mental illness, either paranoid schizophrenia or 
schizoaffective disorder. 
2. The defendant does not relate and interact in a meaningful way with his 
attorneys. 
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3. Although the defendant has a rational understanding of the charges against 
him, because of his mental illness he is unable, in his present condition, to 
assist in his own defense. 
4. The defendant lacks the capacity to make informed decisions about treatment. 
5. The defendant is in such mental condition that he is in need of supervision, 
evaluation, treatment and care. 
6. The defendant presents a substantial risk of physical harm to other persons as 
manifested by evidence of homicidal and other violent behavior as well as 
evidence that others are placed in reasonable fear of violent behavior and 
serious physical harm to them. 
7. The defendant is dangerous to such a degree that a maximum security setting 
is required. 
BASED ON THE FOREGOING FINDINGS, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AS 
FOLLOWS: 
1. The proceedings against the defendant in this case are suspended pursuant to 
IDAHO CODE§ 18-212(2). 
2. The defendant is committed to the custody of the Department of Correction 
for a period not to exceed ninety (90) days for care and treatment at an 
appropriate facility determined by the Department. 
3 .' The Ada County Sheriff shall transport the defendant to and from the facility. 
4. The defendant shall undergo an evaluation of his mental condition at the time 
of admission to the facility. 
AMENDED MEMORANDUM AND ORDER RE: COMPETENCY 6 
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5. The Department of Correction shall provide the Court with a progress report 
on the defendant's mental condition, including an opinion whether the 
defendant is fit to proceed, or if not, whether there is a substantial probability 
the defendant will be fit to proceed within the foreseeable future. Such 
progress report shall be provided within a reasonable time in advance of the 
expiration of this order and in any evident, not later than December 20, 2013. 
6. If at any time the director of the facility determines the defendant is fit to 
proceed, such determination shall be reported to the Court. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
;"; 7 
Dated this '-1 day of October 2013. a 
Ronald J. Wilper 
District Judge 
AMENDED MEMORANDUM AND ORDER RE: COMPETENCY 7 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
~' Christopher D. Rich, the undersigned authority, do hereby certify that I served, on this 
~ day of October 2013, one copy of the foregoing as notice to each of the attorneys of 
record in this cause as follows: 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Via email 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Via email 
August H. Cahill 
Deputy Ada County Public Defender 
Via email 
Eric R. Rolfsen 
Deputy Ada County Public Defender 
Via email 
Ada County Sheriffs Office 
Transport and Records Divisions 
Via facsimile: (208) 577-3409 and (208) 577-3079 
Idaho Department of Correction 
Records Division 
Via facsimile: (208) 327-7444 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH 
Clerk of the District Court 
Ada County, Idaho 
AMENDED MEMORANDUM AND ORDER RE: COMPETENCY 8 
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\ O~T/10/2013/THU 05: 14 PM 
\U\,\ . . , =~:===· :.:_~~~,;rMJ-t02#-lg::::~~= 
~~ 0 2DJ3 
LAWRENCE G. WASDEN 
........ -~~~~i?.Y. ~~~~~~_ ?,f_I~~?. ....... .. 
CHRISTOPHER 
. By KATRINA CH~/ RICH, C/or/( 
. .. . " . DEJ:lury S..TENSEN . . 
~ 
MARK A. KUBINSKI, ISB # 5275 
Lead.Deputy Attorney General 
Corrections Section 
Idaho Department ·of Correction 
1299 N. Orchard Avenue, Ste. 110 
Boise, ID 83706 
Telephone (208) 658-2097 
Facsimile: (208) 327-7485 
Attorneys for Idaho Department of Correction 
IN IQE DIS~CT ·coUIR.T FOR THE FORTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
.-· · . ·· STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
. : . . . . . ... •' 
S_TATE"OF IDAHO, ... · . . 
· Plaintiff, 
v. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHERJ 
Defendant·· 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
NOTICE OF APPROVAL OF 
ADMISSION INTO IDAHO SECURITY 
MEDICAL PROGRAM 
NOTICE OF APPROVAL 
Comes n~w the Idaho Department of Correction ("IDOC"), by and through the 
. . . 
undersigned, arid'hereby represents to the Court as follows: 
Request has been made ~y the Court in this matter for the admission of Shawn Nathan 
Fisher into the Idaho Security Medical Program, pursuant to the Coui1:'s Amended Memora11dum 
and Order RE: Competency, dated October 10, 2013. Based on the foregoing, notice is hereby 
NOTICE OF APPROVAL OF ADMISSION rnTO IDAHO SECURITY MEDICAL 
PROGRAM-! 
\ 
000142
OCJ/10/2013/THU 05: 15 PM P. 003 
given that the Director of IDOC has approved admission of Shawn Nathan Fisher into the Idaho 
Security Medical Program~ as·iriclicated below, pursuant to Idaho Code§ 66-1306.' r 
Dated: &//~/13 
~, 
A.KUBINSKI 
Deputy Attorney General 
Idaho Department of Correction 
APPROVAL OF ADMISSION INTO IDAHO SECURITY MEDICAL PROGRAM 
.··. I, Kevin Kempf; Deputy Director of the Idaho-Department of Correction, acting for and 
on behalf of the Director of the Idaho Department of Correction, and-pursuani'to the Court's 
request in the above-captioned case, and being fully advised of the circumstances pertaining 
thereto~ hereby approve the admission of Shawn Nathan Fisher into the Idaho Security Medical 
Program. 
Dated: IO~ lt~-) :J 
·Ke~~t9 ~ 
Deputy Director, Idaho Department of Correction 
NOTICE OF APPROVAL OF ADMISSION INTO IDAHO SECURITY MEDICAL 
PROGRAM-2 
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OCT/10/2013/THU 05: 15 PM P. 004 
,, . 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the / lf~ay of October, 2013, I caused a copy of the foregoing 
to be sent to the following persons: 
Honorable Judge Wilper via Ada County Clerk 
• courtesy copy to: dcjohnsi@adaweb.net 
John Dinger, Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Kai Wittwer, Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
August Cahill, Ada County Public Defender 
Eric Rolfsen, Ada County Public Defender 
Ada County Sheriff's Dept. 
Idaho Dept. of Correction Records 
208-287-6919, 
208-287-7709 
208-287-7709 
208-287-7 409 
208-287-7409 
208-577-3409 
208-327-7444 
' ,' 
. . . .. 
. . . . ... ·-. 
~~~~-.·- ~ .... :. ,. 
:rv.iARKA. KUBINSKI 
NOTICE OF APPROVAL OF ADMISSION INTO IDAHO SECURITY MEDICAL 
PROGRAM-3 
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\U\ \ ~. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
: \U "~~----
DEC 2 0 2013 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By SARA WRIGHT 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
3rd ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE TO COURT 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada County, State 
of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Third Addendum to Response to 
Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this Z0 day of December, 2013. 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting Attom 
3rd ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT (FISHER), Page 1 
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FILED: ii ~ 2014 at 0. ' 
Christo er D. Ri erk 
By: ___ ~=-------
lnga John , Deputy 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT ciF THE FOURTH JUDl~L DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant, 
CASE NO. CRFE-13-02326 
ORDER CONTINUING 
COMMITMENT 
Pursuant to this court's Amended Memorandum and Order Re: Competency, filed on 
October 10, 2013, a Progress Report on the above named defendant's mental condition, 
12 dated December 17, 2013 was delivered to the court on January 14, 2014. 
13 Based on the conclusion in the report, the court HEREBY ORDERS AND THIS DOES 
14 ORDER that the commitment of the defendant shall continue until July 7, 2014, such date 
being 270 days from the date of the original commitment order. 15 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that if at any time the director of the facility to which the 
16 
defendant is committed determines that the defendant is fit to proceed, such determination 
17 shall be reported to the court. 
18 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the facility shall provide an interim report to the court 
19 on or about 3/17/14. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
20 J;, JS"-! :I 
21 Date 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
Order Continuing Commitment 
000146
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24 
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26 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this Ji_ day of J°ab , 2014, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing instrument to be mailed, postage prepaid, to: 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
lnterdept Mail 
Ada County Public Defender 
lnterdept Mail 
Mark Kubinski 
Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Corrections Section 
Idaho Department of Correction 
1299 N Orchard Ste 110 
Boise Id 83706 
Christopher D. Rich 
Order. Continuing Commitment 
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FILED: 3 /v1 I 2014 at :l }lf.r 
C~.· 
By: ____ 77'-----
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL D TRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTYJ 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CRFE-13-02326 
NOTICE OF SCHEDULING CONFERENCE 
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED That a Scheduling Conference has been set on March 
11. 2D 14 at 11 :00 am. in the Ada County Courthouse regarding the above en~itled matter 
Dated: 3- ~-- / !/ G 
Ronald J. Wi~ 
District Judge/ 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this~ day of &/, 2014, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing instrument to ~ 1d, postage prepaid, to: 
Ada County Public Defender 
18 lnterdept Mail 
19 Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
lnterdept Mail 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 Notice of Scheduling Conference 
... 
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CHRISTOPHER H, 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT ~,='NGA uTY SON 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
2 THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
3 vs. Case No. CRFE-13-02326 
SHAWN FISHER, 
4 Defendant. ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
It appearing that the above-named defendant is in the custody of the Idaho Board of 
Correction, and that it is necessary that he be brought before this Court on March 11, 2014 at 11 :00 
AM. 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED That the Ada County Sheriff bring the Defendant from the 
Penitentiary to the Court at said time and on said date; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That immediately following said Court appearance the Sheriff 
return said Defendant to the custody of the Idaho State Penitentiary; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Idaho State Board of Correction release the said 
Defendant to the Ada County Sheriff for the purpose of the aforementioned appearance and 
retake him/her into custody from the Sheriff upon his/her return to the Penitentiary. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Clerk of this Court serve a copy hereof upon the Idaho 
Board of Correction forthwith and certify to t/J 
3-1-(f ~j 
Date Ronald J. 
District u 
CERTIFICATE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that copies of the foregoing document were sent to: 
Central Records 
FAXed to 327-7444 
' 
Ada County Jail 
FAXed-577-3409 
18 Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
lnterdept Mail 
19 
Ada County Public Defender 
20 lnterdept Mail 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
Dated: . ?:?}',µ~ 
l { 
Order to Transport 
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Ames-Wilper-Cromwell-3/11 /14 Courtroom508 
Time Speaker Note 
10:21 :38 AM jJudge )Court calls case St. v. Shawn Fisher 
1 i CRFE-13-02326 Scheduling Cont. ! i 
-:-~:;;:~~-:~-i!~~~c. Defender ___ -i~ouh8n ~~~1er, _ Kai_ Whittwer _________________________________________________ _ 
10:22:11 AM ioefendant · !Present in custody 
10:22:15 AM iJudge !This was the time set for scheduling conf. Questions 
l )parties re: psychological evaluation. Acknowledges 
l !meeting in chambers re: additional time 
................................................ 1.. ........................................................................ 1... ............................................................................................................................................................................................ . 
10:24:04 AM !Public Defender jWe would like a month for our MD's to review the 
J /evaluation. 
10:24:30 AM !Judge I Makes statement to the parties. We don't want to wait too ! !long. Will set for 18-212 hea.ring a month from now. Will 
I /schedule 4/11/14 at 11am 
10:28:24 AM i !End of Case · 
10:28:24 AM f i 
: : 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NO. /).~ 
A.M ____ F-IL~~ 
MAR 1 2 2014 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cieri( 
By AMY LANG 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH WDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION TO RECONSIDER 
RE-ASSIGNMENT TO NEW 
JUDGE 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and move this Court to reconsider its announced intention to allow Judge 
Jason Scott to assume responsibility to preside over this First Degree Murder case. 
At a status hearing held on March 11, 2014, tilis Court announced that Judge Jason Scott 
would assume responsibility for presiding over this case. A hearing was scheduled for April 11, 
2014, for the purpose of reviewing the LC. § 18-212 proceedings, at which Judge Scott would be 
presiding. The State now requests that the Hon. Judge Ronald Wilper continue to preside over the 
proceedings in this case, at least through the conclusion of the Section 18-212 competency 
proceedings, based upon the following reasons: 
MOTION TO RECONSIDER RE-ASSIGNMENT TO NEW JUDGE (FISHER), Page 1 
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I., 
1. Since April 16, 2013, Judge Wilper has presided over every court hearing in this case, 
during which he has had the benefit of observing the Defendant's demeanor, behavior and 
ability to interact with his counsel; 
2. On April 30, 2013, Judge Wilper ordered an evaluation of the Defendant pursuant to LC. 
§18-211, and subsequently received a report on the competency evaluation conducted by Dr. 
Chad Sombke, who found the Defendant to be competent to proceed; 
3. On July 25, 2013, after learning of the Defendant's objection to Dr. Sombke's finding, this 
Court scheduled a contested hearing pursuant to LC. § 18-212; 
4. Beginning on September 11, 2013, Judge Wilper presided over the competency hearing, 
which was held over a three-day period, ending on September 18, 2013. As part of the 
hearing, the Court heard and personally observed testimony from several mental health 
experts, jail deputies and staff regarding the Defendant's mental status, history and behavior; 
5. Following the conclusion of the competency hearing and based upon consideration of the 
voluminous records and testimony, and after making factual findings and legal conclusions, 
. . 
Judge Wilper found the Defendant to be not competent to proceed and ordered that he be 
committed to the custody of the Department of Correction for a period not exceeding ninety 
(90) days; 
6. In January 2014, the Court received a progress report on the Defendant's mental condition, 
~ 
and based upon that report the Court ordered that the Defendant's commitment be continued 
until July 7, 2014, and further ordered that an interim report be provided to the Court by 
March 17, 2014; 
MOTION TO RECONSIDER RE-ASSIGNMENT TO NEW JUDGE (FISHER), Page 2 
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7. On or about March 3, 2014, a forensic evaluation regarding the Defendant's mental status 
was received by the Court. That evaluation concluded with the finding that the Defendant 
now is competent to proceed in this case. The Court scheduled a hearing for March 11, 
2014; 
8. At the March 11, 2014 hearing, counsel for the Defendant requested additional time to 
review the evaluation report, to allow further expert evaluation of the Defendant and to 
consider whether to challenge the finding of competency. Judge Wilper set a hearing for 
April 11, 2014, to review the status of the Section 18-212 proceedings and announced that 
the case would henceforth be presided over by Judge Jason Scott, a newly appointed District 
Judge, due to the retirement of Judge Wilper; 
9. Judge Wilper is in the unique position of having personally presided over multiple hearings, 
heard hours of mental health expert testimony, reviewed voluminous mental health records 
and reports, and personally observed the Defendant. Further hearings regarding the 
Defendant's competency may yet be conducted. A reassignment of the case to Judge Scott 
or any other judge at this stage of the proceedings would not be in the best interest of the 
Defendant or the public. The Court will need to decide the issue of whether the Defendant 
is competent to proceed and Judge Wilper, with the advantages from having personally 
presided over all of the District Court proceedings as described above, is in the best position 
to make a fair and correct determination of the complicated and weighty issues currently 
before the Court. Judge Scott will have the disadvantage of having no knowledge of the 
factual basis crucial to an understanding of the important issues in this case. He would not 
be able to compare the Defendant's current mental state to the Defendant's mental status as 
testified to by the witnesses this Court has already heard and evaluated. This is a court trial 
MOTION TO RECONSIDER RE-ASSIGNMENT TO NEW JUDGE (FISHER), Page 3 
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on competency wherein Judge Wilper has the necessary factual background to make a 
decision that Judge Scott simply does not have. 
The State requests a hearing on this motion. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this l '2._ day of March, 2014. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this '\ '2..- day of March, 2014, I caused to be served a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing MOTION TO RECONSIDER RE-ASSIGNMENT TO 
NEW JUDGE upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
ERIC ROLFSEN and/or AUGUST CAHILL, Ada County Public Defender's Office f By hand delivery. 
CJ By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
CJ By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. } 
Legal Assistant 
MOTION TO RECONSIDER RE-ASSIGNMENT TO NEW JUDGE (FISHER), Page 4 
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tl:O. 
A.M.======~-FFiilLl~i:n.t:--. -y~r;-5--: 
MAR 1 9 2014 , 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH Clerk 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRJcttWe~~:ARos' 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER 
Defendant. 
Case No. CRFE-2013-0002326 
ORDER DENYING MOTION TO 
RECONSIDER REASSIGNMENT TO 
NEW JUDGE 
The Court has assumed responsibility as the presiding judge with respect to cases 
assigned to its predecessor, Judge Wilper, at the time of his recent retirement. It is 
understandable that the State would prefer Judge Wilper to continue presiding over the ongoing 
Section 18-212 competency proceedings in this case. However, the Court has no authority to 
require Judge Wilper to do so. 
Accordingly, 
IT IS ORDERED that the State's Motion to Reconsider Reassignment to New Judge is 
DENIED. 
H'\ 
Dated this j!_ day of March 2014. 
ORDER-I 
I 
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' " 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on this ~y of March 2014, I mailed (served) a true and 
correct copy of the within instrument to: 
Johns S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
Ada County Courthouse 
Eric Rolfsen 
August Cahill 
Deputy Public Defenders 
Ada County Courthouse 
ORDER-2 
MiA:MJ.Pi,Cf=::1 
· ( )Band Delivered 
( ) Electronic Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
\(\ \-frckftiv+Mf'·"\P\I 
t>(!:J.S. Mail, Po.stags Pfeptticl ' 
( ) Hand Delivered 
( ) Electronic Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
- .-
< ; 
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FILED 
-
Thursday, March 20, 2014 at 03:42 PM 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH. CLERK OF THE COURT 
BY:~-~ 
De ut Clerk 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
NOTICE OF REASSIGNMENT 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN That the above-entitled case has been reassigned to the 
Honorable JASON D. SCOTT. 
DATED Thursday, March 20, 2014. , 1tt11Hr111 ,\,. ,, 
...... ·''\ COURr ,,,, 
CHRISTOPHER D. RJC,~~e, •••• u •• '1J>. ',, 
... " •" •• '?" , Clerk of the District eol:111.• o,.. •. .,,,. \ 
.. ,--.." " l' • /' -
:: ""'-I • ,$,. 0 L--' -
-- • '(? •C::, .. 
-~·. r. ' ' <I' : - : 
-9 ,,1'5:}.,._ 8 • A _?. • n : 
By: ,....e) . ~··, ~: 5:: 
Deputy Cler~. 6 ••• ,.,..o ··i :-- f 
,:. ;p ~. • • ... -.;7 .: 
, -1 •• •• c_-... ., 
,, GI •••••~e ...:,,,"~ ., 
, ',t \ 0-Y ., 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING ,,,,, CouNTY 1J\ , ........ 
lq ,,, 
11111&111•1 
I hereby certify that on Thursday, March 20, 2014, I have delivered a true and accurate 
copy of the foregoing document to the following parties in the method indicated below: 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
NOTICE OF REASSIGNMENT-Criminal 
AUGUST H CAHILL 
200 W FRONT ST RM 1107 
BOISE ID 83702 
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MAR 2 4 2014 
,c."tRiSTOl~r ,. i D. RICH. Cloik 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTHJUDICIAL DISTRICT OPYfW~TMAN 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff. 
vs. 
Shawn Nathan Fisher 
Defendant. 
CASE NO: CR-FE-2013-0002326 
NOTICE RESETTING HEARING 
DUE TO A CONFLICT WITH THE COURT'S CALENDAR, NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the above-
entitled case is hereby reset for: 
Hearing Scheduled Tuesday, April 08, 2014 09:30AM 
Judge: Jason D. Scott 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of this Notice of Hearing entered by the 
Court and on file in this office. I further certify that copies of this Notice were served as follows: 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
Dated: 3/25/2014 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
:o. ~ :r::: 
-:,.;ci•. rn•~ .. 
.-.y. .·t--..~ 
...... <?, •• ., ••• ,... ,: 
, ,., •••••••• e_"-~ .... ,, •o{I '~' .  
,,, Nry l:)\~JJ ,,, ,,, ,,, 
,,,,. ..... ,,, 
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NO. ~':j7J ~ ~ FILED AM. _ _ P.M. ___ _ 
APR O 7 2014 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By SABRINA STOKES 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CRFE13-002326 
vs 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT FROM 
IMSI 
SHAWN FISBER, 
Defendant. 
It appearing that Shawn Fisher is an inmate of the IMSI and that it is necessary 
that he be brought before this Court on the 8th day of April, 2014, at 9:30 a.m., in front of 
Judge Jason D. Scott for the Motion to Reconsider Hearing; 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, that the Ada County Sheriff bring Shawn 
Fisher from the IMSI to the Court at the said time and on said date; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that immediately following said Court appearance 
the Sheriff return Shawn Fisher to the custody of the IMSI; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the IMSI release Shawn Fisher to the Ada 
County Sheriff for the purpose of the appearance and retake him into custody upon his 
return to the IMSI. 
DATED this __ ].__ day of f.Jp/) / , .d!2.J!/_. 
JUD 
~ E), J:lt, 
1/~· ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
\ : 
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SCOTT I STOKES / CR01vlWELL APRIL 8 2014 Courtroom507 
Time Speaker Note 
09:40: 18 AM I ' ST v SHAWN FISHER 
09:40:43 AM f Def. f Present~~!\~~ustod~UST 
CRFE13-02326 
09:40:51 AM j Def. Atty [ Gus Cahill 
09:41 :04 AM l Def. Atty [ Eric Rolfsen 
09:41 :07 AM j Def. Atty I He is competent to stand trial and ask for hearing on that 
! ! matter. 
09:41 :37 AMJ Judge ! 3 day hearing (18-212) June 23rd 9-2 
I Scott I 
09:42:29 AM f State Atty- I John Dinger 
09:42:33 AM1 State Atty I Kai Wittwer 
09:42:42 AM j Def. Atty ! 
09:43:30 AM j j End of Case 
09:43:30 AM J j 
09:43:30 AM j j 
: : 
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CHRISTOPHER D. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
DOB:
SSN: 
Defendant. 
CASE NO. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
It appearing that the above-named defendant is in the custody of the Idaho State Board of 
Correction, and that it is necessary that SHAWN NATHAN FISHER be brought before this Court 
for: 
HEARING SCHEDULED ...... Monday, June 23, 2014@ 09:00 AM 
Tuesday, June 24, 2014@ 9:00 AM 
Wednesday, June 25, 2014@ 9:00 AM 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED That the Ada County Sheriff bring the Defendant from the 
Penitentiary to the Court at said time and on said date; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That immediately following said Court appearance the Sheriff 
return said Defendant to the custody of the Idaho State Penitentiary; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Idaho State Board of Correction release the said 
Defendant to the Ada County Sheriff for the purpose of the aforementioned appearance and retake 
him into custody from the Sheriff upon his return to the Penitentiary. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Clerk of this Court serve a copy hereof upon the 
Idaho Department of Corrections and the Ada Cou 
Dated this 8th day of April, 2014. 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT Page 1 
j,~~ 
ason D. Scott 
DISTRICT JUDGE 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defender 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7 409 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
NOTICE PURSUANT TO I.C. §18-212(1) 
CONTESTING COMPETENCY 
COMES NOW, Shawn Nathan Fisher, the above-named Defendant, by and through his 
attorney of record, the Ada County Public Defender's office, and hereby contests, pursuant to 
LC. §18-212(1) the finding and of competency submitted by Kimel A. Limon, PSY.D on 
February 2?1'\ 2014. Therefore, pursuant J.C. §18-212(1) the defendant requests that a hearing 
be held in the matter, already scheduled for the 23rd day of June, 2014. 
DATED, this 14th day of April 2014. 
Eric R. Rolfsen 
Attorney for Defendant 
/ NOTICE PURSUANT TO I.C. §18-212(1) CONTESTING COMPETANCV 
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.... 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 14th day of April 2014, I mailed (served) a true and 
correct copy of the within instrument to: 
John S. Dinger 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
NOTICE PURSUANT TO I.C. §18-212(1) CONTESTING COMPETANCY 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
NO. /[) flLg~ 
AM. __ . . M. ___ _ 
APR 1 8 2014 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KATRINA CHRISTENSEN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
__________ ) 
TO THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANT: 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
3rd SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho 
Criminal Rules, specifically requests discovery and inspection of the following additional 
information, evidence and materials: 
1. All reports for Dr. Christina LaCroix regarding her examination of the 
Defendant for second competency hearing; 
3rd SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY (FISHER), Page 1 
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.. 
I 
2. All raw data, notes and audio for Dr. LaCroix's testing as described above. 
DATED this fl_ day of April, 2014. 
GREG H. BOWER 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this \J day of April, 2014, a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing Specific Request for Discovery was served to Gus Cahill and Eric 
Rolfsen, Ada County Public Defender's Office, in the manner noted below: 
o By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid,first class. 
'ifJBy depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
Legal Assistant 
3rd SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY (FISHER), Page 2 
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. 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB#3731 
Deputy Public Defender 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7419 
r' 
' 
NO.--_-,._~, 
1 
-"i:iF1iii=LEiiil -f:{-"--
' ___ P.M..--.~--
A.M.- • 
I 
MAY O 5 2014 
CHRISTnPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By i\Atll\lNt\ CH~ISitNSf:N 
t,EPUTV 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS, 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ .) 
Criminal No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
MOTION FOR THE PRODUCTION OF 
DOCUMENTS 
COMES NOW, the above-named Defendant, Shawn Nathan Fisher, by and through his 
Attorney of Record, the Ada County Public Defender's Office, and hereby moves for an order 
from the court pursuant to I.C.R. 17(b) directing the Idaho Department of Corrections and/or 
their contractors Corizon and/or agent Dr. Kimel A. Limon, PsyD to produce certain documents. 
Specifically, the Defendant requests that either counsel for the Defendant or Dr. Camille 
LaCroix be provided with copies of testing and raw data performed upon Mr. Fisher at the 
penitentiary; the AP AI and the MacCat-CA. 
The Defendant has previously sought to subpoena these documents and has been 
unsuccessful. These documents are essential to both the defense and the State for the hearing 
currently scheduled for the 23rd day of June at the hour of 9:00 a.m. Therefore, the Defendant so 
moves for an order producing these documents. 
MOTION FOR THE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
000166
DATED, this 2nd day of May, 2014. 
£_-/%-~ 
Eric R. Rolf~~\. 
Attorney for Defendant 
MOTION FOR THE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
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" ' r r:i 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 2nd day of May, 2014, I mailed a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing to the: 
John Dinger, Ada County Prosecutor 
by depositing the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
MOTION FOR THE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defender 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
NO.- Fl\.l:il -----
__..P,M 
A.M.-· 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
(Motion for the production of documents) 
TO: THE STATE OF IDAHO, Plaintiff, and to Shelley W. Akamatsu, Ada County 
Prosecutor's Office: 
YOU, AND EACH OF YOU, ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that the above-named 
Defendant will call on for hearing Motion for the production of documents, now on file with the 
Court. Said hearing shall take place on May 161\ 2014, at 10:00 a.m., in the courtroom of the 
above-entitled court, or as soon thereafter as counsel may be heard. 
DATED Monday, May 05, 2014. 
~~ ERIC R. ROLF~ 1\. 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on Monday, May 05, 2014, I mailed (served) a true and 
correct copy of the within instrument to: 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
\~ NOTICE OF HEARING (Motion for the production of documenU) 
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" 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB#3731 
Deputy Public Defender 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Te!ephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7419 
l\'0.--Q~?_~;"J::-ciFtjjj;t.e:rio ----
A.M.----i:(f..MV:;..ii.---P,M.----
MAY 06 2014 
r.HRISTOPHt::H i..~. r;,, . ..:·1, Clerk 
,.J ~T,...''E'' By SABF,H\il:, t• ·-1" ::. 
11:P\,1 r 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE rouNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ __,) 
Criminal No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
It appearing the above-named Defendant, Shawn Nathan Fisher, is in the custody of the 
Idaho Maximum Security Institution C-Block, and that it is necessary that he be brought before 
the Court for fi1rther proceedings; 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, that the sheriff of Ada County, Idaho State, bring the 
defendant to Court at Boise, Idaho, on the 16th day of May, 2014, at the hour of 10:00 a.m. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that the IMSI release the said defendant to the sheriff of 
Ada County, Idaho State, for the purpose of the aforementioned appearance. 
IT IS ALSO ORDERED, that immediately following the Court appearance, the Ada 
County Sheriff return the said defendant to the custody of the IMSI and that the IMSI retake him 
into custody from the Ada County Sheriff. 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT, Page 1 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that the Clerk of this Court serve a copy hereof upon the 
Ada County Sheriff and the IMSI and certify to said same. 
,t~ M -DATED, this _s:_ day of r~ , 2014. 
--'----I\~~-· !1 k 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT, Page 2 
Ja~~cott 
Dis~;J;dge 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB#3731 
Deputy Public Defender 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7419 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
______________ ) 
Criminal No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE TO 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
COMES NOW, Shawn Nathan Fisher, the defendant above-named, by and through 
counsel, Eric R. Rolfsen, Ada County Public Defender's Office, and responds to the State's 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY herein. 
1) Copy of Mr. Fisher's competency Evaluation and raw data from his 
physiological testing. 
WHEREFORE, the defendant recognizes that said request is continuing in nature and 
will further respond should further evidence and/or witnesses come to her attention. 
DATED, this 9th day of May, 2014. 
Eric R. Rolfsen 
Attorney for Defendant 
~ DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 1 
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- ... 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 9th day of May, 2014, I mailed a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing to the: 
Ada County Prosecutors, John S. Dinger & Kai Wittwer 
by depositing the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 2 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB#3731 
Deputy Public Defender 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7419 
NO.-' ~t'ILt:~=----t-t--~ 
A.M. ___ __..M--'4---
MAY 1 2 2014 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KATRINA CHRISTENSEN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
______________ ) 
Criminal No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
DEFENDANT'S DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shawn Nathan Fisher, the defendant aboye-named, by and through 
counsel, Eric R. Rolfsen, Ada County Public Defender's Office, and informs the court that the 
defendant has served upon the State ofldaho DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY on the above-filed date. 
DATED, this 9th day of April, 2014. 
-
Eric R. Rolfsen 
Attorney for Defendant 
~ DEFENDANT'S DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT 1 
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) 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 9th day of April, 2014, I mailed a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing to the: 
Ada County Prosecutors, John S. Dinger & Kai Wittwer 
by depositing the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
DEFENDANT'S DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT 2 
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208-327-7485 ~.'-9:19p.m. 05-13-2014 2 /4 
LA WREN CE G. WASDEN 
Attorney General of [daho 
:~----F-IL'~'~ dtfs" 
MARK A. KUBINSKI, ISB # 5275 
Lead Deputy Attorney General 
Corrections Section 
[daho Department of Correction 
1299 N. Orchard A venue, Ste. 110 
Boise, rD 83706 
Telephone (208) 658-2097 
Facsimile: (208) 327-7485 
Attorneys for ldaho Department of Correction 
MAY 1 3 2014 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By AMY LANG 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COUIRT FOR THE FORTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
v. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
NOTICE OF DISCHARGE 
FROM THE IDAHO SECURITY 
MEDICAL PROGRAM 
NOTICE OF DISCHARGE 
Comes now the Idaho Department of Correction ("lDOC"), by and through the 
undersigned, and hereby advises the Court as follows: 
Request was made by the Court in this matter for the admission of Shawn Nathan Fisher 
into the Idaho Security Medical Program, pursuant to the Court's Amended Memorandum and 
Order RE: Competency, dated October I 0, 2013 and a Notice of Acceptance issued by !DOC 
Deputy Director Kevin Kempf was returned to the Court on October 10, 2013. Accordingly, 
NOTICE OF DISCHARGE FROM THE IDAHO SECURITY MEDICAL PROGRAM - 1 
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208~327-7485 9:46 p.m. 05-13-2014 
Shawn Nathan Fisher has been housed and treated in the Idaho Security Medical Program since 
October 11.2013. 
On February 28, 2014 a Forensic Evaluation issued by Corizon Psychologist and Mental 
3 /4 
........................ Health Director Kimel. A, -Limon. P-syD-was submitted to the Court .reporting thatMr., .. F-ishenvas..... .... . ... . . . .. . ----
ready to continue with his court proceedings and recommending that Shawn Nathan Fisher be 
placed in a less restrictive environment. On April 14, 2014 a second Forensic Evaluation issued 
by Corizon Psychologist and Mental Health Director Kimel A. Limon, PsyD was submitted to 
the Court reiterating that Mr. Fisher is ready to continue with his court proceedings and 
recommending that Shawn Nathan Fisher be placed in a less restrictive environment. 
Based on the foregoing, a notice is hereby given that the Deputy Director of IDOC has 
approved the discharge of Shawn Nathan Fisher from the Idaho Security Medical Program. as 
indicated below, pursuant to Idaho Code§ 66-1306. IDOC recommends that Mr. Fisher be 
placed in the custody of the Idaho Department of Health & Welfare. Undersigned coupsel has 
informed counsel for Mr. Fisher and the Ada County Prosecutor's Office of its intention to 
discharge Mr. Fisher from the Idaho Security Medical Program. Neither counsel for the 
prosecution or defense have any objection to Mr. Fisher's discharge from the Idaho Security 
medical Program and transfer to a less restrictive environment. 
Dated: 5,/Jg/Jf 
?&rd.A-~ 
MARK A. KUBINSKI 
Deputy Attorney General 
Idaho Department of Correction 
NOTICE OF DISCHARGE FROM THE IDAHO SECURITY MEDICAL PROGRAM - 2 
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208--327-7485 r'-t:J0:17p.m. 05-13-2014 
APPROVAL OF DISCHARGE FROM THE IDAHO SECURITY MEDICAL PROGRAM 
I, Kevin Kempf, Deputy Director of the Idaho Department of Correction, pursuant to 
Idaho Code § 66-1306 in the above-captioned case, and being fully advised of the circumstances 
pertaining thereto, hereby approve the discharge of Shawn Nathan Fisher from the Idaho 
Security Medical Program. 
Dated: __ s_~ \_)'_,_\ 4 ___ _ 
Kevin Ke'r)W 
Deputy Director, Idaho Department of Correction 
CERTlFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the /3~ay of May, 2014, I caused a copy of the foregoing to 
be sent to the following persons: 
Honorable Judge Jason Scott via Ada County Clerk 
John Dinger, Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Kai Wittwer, Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
August Cahill, Ada County Public Defender 
Eric Rolfsen, Ada County Public Defender 
Ada County Sheriffs Dept. 
Idaho Dept. of Correction Records 
208-287-6919 
208-287-7709 
208-287-7709 
208-287-7409 
208-287-7409 
208-577-3409 
208-327-7444 
/?1fttil-f-~ 
MARK A. KUBINSKI 
NOTICE OF DISCHARGE FROM THE IDAHO SECURITY MEDICAL PROGRAM - 3 
414 
000178
"' I I 
' SCOTT I STOKES/ CROf\.;vJELL MAY 16 2014 Courtroom507 
Time Speaker Note 
10:19:37 AM! 
10:19:37 AMi i 
-----· : 
10:19:37 AMj { 
10:20:07 AMi isTvSHAWN FISHER . "cRFE13-02326. MOTION FOR 
l l PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS CUST 
~ ~ 
10:20: 10 AM l Fisher l Present in custody. 
10:20:25 AM j State Atty- j i Jon Dinger I 
i ~ 
10:20:32 AM l Def.· ... 'f' .... ..... ....... .... .. .. .. ... . . 
I Counsel- I 
icahill i 
10:21: 17 AM i Cahill i Argues motion. 
10:23:14 AMj Dinger j Responds. No objection. We join in the motion to compel for the 
l l court order. 
10:23:40 AM I JUDGE I Grants motion. Have concerns about the order submitted. Need 
l SCOTT l more specific information 
10:24:28 AM l Dinger f Will meet with counsel and come up w/ an approp. order 
10:24:46 AM t j End of Case 
10:24:47 AMi i 
10:24:47 AMi i 
: : 
.. 
5/16/2014 1 of 1 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB#3731 
Deputy Public Defender 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Fac~imile: (208) 287-7419 
::9:5q~M .. __ _ 
MAY 2 9 2014 
~~w=·• 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Criminal No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
vs. ORDER FOR THE PRODUCTION OF 
DOCUMENTS 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
The above entitled matter, having come before this Court, and good cause appearing 
therefrom; 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, AND TIDS DOES ORDER, that per I.C.R. 17(b) that the 
following documents be produced by either the Idaho Department of Correction and/or in the 
alternative by their contractor Corizon: 
1. All testing conducted by Dr. Kimel A. Limon, PsyD and other related psychological and 
psychiatric testing including all raw data related to such testing. This should specifically 
include the testing of the PAI and the MacCat-Ca. 
~ 
DATED, this -rl _ day of ~ , 2014. 
~&-~ JasD.Sco 
District Judge 
ORDER FOR THE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
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SCOTT I STOKES / CRuMWELL Courtroom400 
Time Speaker Note 
9:26:02 AM ! iCRFE130002326 SHAWN FISHER 
9:26:15 AM fJudge [Calls .. case for 18-21.fhearing/status .. conference ........................................... .. 
!Scott ! 
................................................ , ...................................... ; .......................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
9:26:38 AM ! IPresent: Shawn Fisher 
9:26:44 AM j Eric j 
i Rolfsen/Au I 
igust Cahill i 
i I 
I I 
....................................................................................... 1 .......................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
9:26:55 AM IKai Witt ! 
9:27:01 AM f Jon Dinger trhe state is unable to overcome the courts prior ruling of 
! !incompetency 
....................................................................................... 1 .......................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
9:27:08 AM !Judge !Finds that the proceedings in this case continue to be 
!Scott !suspended. Will leave the underlying findings in place. I will 
I !also find that Mr. Fisher is unable in present condition to assist 
I jin his own defense. Lacks capacity to assist in own treatment I I Pursuant 18-212 I will direct the involuntary committ 
I !proceedings be instituted 66329, Will set status conf. 
! !6/30/14 @430 regarding civil committment. 
i i 
................................................ t ...................................... L ........................................................................................................................................................................................................ . 
9:28:52 AM jCahill !Notes for record the meeting between counsel and judge as 
I !well as this am as to how things would proceed. We have not 
I igiven court copy of the reports from the doctor 
: I 
I I 
i I 
................................................ ; ...................................... ; .......................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
9:30:00 AM !Dinger !State is not stipping to competency - just simply unable to 
i jproceed .. 
................................................ , ...................................... 1 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
9:30:43 AM jJudge ! 
!Scott ! 
................................................ , ...................................... ! .......................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
9:30:48 AM ! !Will be in recess. 
9:30:51 AM f jEnd of Case 
9:30:51 AM ! j 
................................................ T ...................................... f' ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
9:30:51 AM ! ! 
6/23/2014 1 of 1 
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FILED 
6/23/201 :55 
CHRISTOPHER D. R 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
DOB:
SSN.: 
Defendant. 
CASE NO. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
It appearing that the above-named defendant is in the custody of the Idaho State Board of 
Correction, and that it is necessary that SHAWN NATHAN FISHER be brought before this Court 
for: 
STATUS ...... Monday, June 30, 2014@ 04:'.80 PM 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED That the Ada County Sheriff bring the Defendant from the 
Penitentiary to the Court at said time and on said date; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That immediately following said Court appearance the Sheriff 
return said Defendant to the custody of the Idaho State Penitentiary; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Idaho State Board of Correction release the said 
Defendant to the Ada County Sheriff for the purpose of the aforementioned appearance and retake 
him into custody from the Sheriff upon his return to the Penitentiary. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Clerk of this Court serve a copy hereof upon the 
Idaho Department of Corrections and the Ada County Sq.eriff forthwith and certi_fy to the same. 
Datedthis23rddayofJune,2014. ~ f;J. ~ 
, Jaso . Scott 
DISTRICT JUDGE 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT Page I 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
-
---FIL~-~1._?7:-:::. A.M =.+ 
JUN 3 0 2014 
CHRISTOPHER L> .• ::i;cH. Clork 
By SABRINA STO.<cS 
OEP:P t 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT 
OF DESIGNATED EXAMINER 
AND EXAMINATION (I.C. § 66-
329) 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and move this Court for an order appointing Dr. Michael Estess, M.D. as a 
Designated Examiner pursuant to Idaho Code § 66-329, for the purpose of personally examining 
the Defendant and reporting to the Court upon his mental condition. 
ARGUMENT 
At a hearing held on June 23, 2014, this Court ordered, pursuant to LC. § 18-212(4), that 
involuntary commitment proceedings be instituted pursuant to LC. § 66-329. Idaho Code § 66-
329(3) requires that an application for involuntary commitment "shall be accompanied by a 
MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF DESIGNATED EXAMINER AND EXAMINATION (I.C. § 66-329) - 1 
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certificate of a designated examiner stating that he has 'personally examined the proposed patient 
within the last fourteen (14) days and is of the opinion that the proposed patient is: (i) mentally 
ill; (ii) likely to injure himself or others or is gravely disabled due to mental illness; and (iii) 
lacks capacity to make informed decisions about treatment." The designated examiner must be 
"a psychiatrist, psychologist, psychiatric nurse, or social worker and such other .mental health 
professionals," who will be able to report to the Court his or her written findings as to the mental 
condition of the Defendarit, and need for custody, care, or treatment by a facility. LC. § 66-
317(5), 329. 
Subsequent to the June 23, 2014, hearing, Counsel for the Defendant advised the State 
that the Defense will not file the application for involuntary commitment required to initiate 
proceedings pursuant to LC. § 66-329. The State cannot determine how to proceed until a 
designated examiner's certificate satisfying the requirements of LC. § 66-329(3) has been 
produced. Knowing this, the State reached out to Dr. Michael Estess, M.D. to inquire if he was 
available to examine the Defendant in a timely manner and learned that Dr. Estess is available 
and willing to do so. To date, Dr. Estess has not reviewed any police reports, mental health 
reports, or any other information regarding this case. 
Dr. Estess is qualified to be appointed as a designated examiner as he is a licensed 
psychiatrist in the State of Idaho, he has extensive experience and has been qualified as an expert 
many times in the courts of this district. 
,7.,....,~ 
DATED this~ day of June, 2014. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
±;£tJ~ . 
By: John S. Dinger or Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF DESIGNATED EXAMINER AND EXAMINATION (I.C. § 66-329) - 2 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
,J·-----;;;~--:--70--
A.M. ____ Fl~I~.- ?(3(j 
JUN 3 0 2014 
CHRISTOPHER 0. FiiCH, Clerk 
By SABRINA STOKES 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT 
OF DESIGNATED EXAMINER 
AND EXAMINATION (I.C. § 66-
329) 
WHEREAS this Court prev~ously ordered that involuntary commitment proceedings be 
instituted pursuant to LC. § 66-329; and 
WHEREAS an Application for Involuntary Commitment pursuant to LC. § 66-329 shall 
be accompanied by a certificate of a designated examiner stating the above-named Defendant is 
mentally ill and, because of such condition, is likely to injure himself or is likely to injure others, 
or is gravely disabled due to mental illness and lacks capacity to make informed decisions about 
treatment; and 
ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT OF DESIGNATED EXAMINER AND EXAMINATION (I.C. § 66-329) -1 
000185
THIS COURT having considered the State's Motion for Appointment of Designated 
Examiner and Examination (LC. § 66-329) and otherwise being fully advised; 
IT IS ORDERED that, pursuant to Idaho Code § 66-329, Dr. Michael Estess, M.D. is 
hereby appointed as a Designated Examiner to make an individual personal examination of the 
above-named Defendant and to produce a certificate of his findings as required by I.C. § 66-
329(3). 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the above-named Defendant shall submit to the 
examination of Dr. Estess, the designated examiner . 
.\h 
DATED this~ day of_j~l.u\_e...-____ 'W_\_l\_ 
Hon ason D. Scott 
District Judge 
ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT OF DESIGNATED EXAMINER AND EXAMINATION (J.C. § 66-329) - 2 
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Ilea 
:~'----Fl..l"LE~ \·Wz2 
JUL 1 4 2014 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DIScfi}MfsfoPHER o. RICH, Clerk 
By AMY LANG 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA oEPurv 
) 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, ) Case No: CR-FE-2013-0002326 
Plaintiff/ Applicant, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant/Proposed Patient, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
APPLICATION FOR COMMITMENT 
OF THE MENTALLY ILL UNDERI.C. 
§ 66-329 
Fisher's DOB
Fisher's SSN:
_______________ ) 
DATE: July 14, 2014 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger and/or Kai E. Wittwer, Deputy Ada County Prosecuting 
Attorneys (the applicant), and allege the following: 
1. The last known address of the Defendant/Proposed Patient is 7200 Barrister Dr., Boise, 
Idaho 83704 (Ada County Jail). 
2. The Defendant/Proposed Patient has been residing at the above address most recently for 
approximtely two (2) months, since May 2014. Between October 2013, and May 2014, 
he resided at the Idaho Security Medical Program facility at the Idaho Maximum Security 
Institution in Boise, Idaho. Prior to that he resided at the Ada County Jail from on or 
about February 19, 2013, until his admission into the Idaho Security Medical Program in 
October 2013. 
3. The name and address of the Defendant/Proposed Patient's adult next-of kin is Tom 
Fisher (father), 5114 S. Umatilla Ave., Boise, Idaho 83709. 
4. The Defendant/Proposed Patient cannot be cared for privately in the event involuntary 
commitment is not ordered. 
APPLICATION FOR INVOLUNTARY CARE AND TREATMENTOF MENTALLY ILL UNDER I.C. 
§ 66-329 - Page 1 
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5. At the time of preparing this application, the Defendant/Proposed Patient is not a 
voluntary patient admitted into a facility in accordance with the procedure outlined in 
Idaho Code § 66-318. 
6. That your applicant believes the Defendant/Proposed Patient is mentally ill and is likely 
to injure himself or is likely to injure others, or is gravely disabled due to mental illness 
based on the following information: The Defendant/Proposed Patient is under indictment 
for Murder in the First Degree, Aggravated Battery, Aggravated Assault, Possession of a 
Controlled Substance (felony), Use of a Firearm During the Commission of a Crime, 
Possession of a Controlled Substance (misdemeanor) and Resisting or Obstructing 
Officers (misdemeanor). He has been diagnosed as suffering from Schizophrenia. See 
also the accompanying Certificate of Designated Examiner completed by Dr. Michael E. 
Estess, M.D., dated July 8, 2014. 
7. The Defendant/Proposed Patient does have a past history of mental illness. 
8. The Defendant/Proposed Patient has a history of alcohol abuse and polysubstance abuse, 
including abuse of marijuana, amphetamines, synthetic cannabinoids (commonly known 
as "Spice") and controlled substances commonly known as "bath salts." 
9. The Defendant/Proposed Patient does have pending charges and, if transferred from the 
Ada County Jail for treatment, does need to be returned to the Ada County Jail upon his 
release from treatment. However, based upon the examination and recommendation of 
Dr. Estess, the Ada County Jail is an adequate and appropriate facility in which the 
Defendant/Proposed Patient can receive care and treatment and is an appropriate facility 
for his own safety and for the safety and security of the public. 
10. The Defendant/Proposed Patient currently is indigent. 
APPLICATION FOR INVOLUNTARY CARE AND TREATMENTOF MENTALLY ILL UNDER LC. 
§ 66-329 - Page 2 
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11. The Defendant/Proposed Patient is dangerously mentally ill, as defined in LC.§ 66-1305. 
WHEREFORE, the applicant prays that this Court will order the Defendant/Proposed 
Patient to be involuntarily detained for mental evaluation and subject to further judicial 
proceedings pursuant to LC. §§ 66-326 and/or 66-329, including commitment of the proposed 
patient to the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare for observation, care, and treatment for an 
indeterminate period of time not to exceed one (1) year. 
DATED this r::t'ctay of July, 2014. 
Applicant 
200 W. Front St., Boise, Idaho 83702 
Address 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Relationship to Proposed Patient 
-Law Enforcement and/or Physician signatures need not be notarized. -
APPLICATION FOR INVOLUNTARY CARE AND TREATMENTOF MENTALLY ILL UNDER I.C. 
§ 66-329 - Page 3 
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ww INBOUND NOTIFICATION : FAX RECEIVED SUCCESSFULLY 1~1~ 
TIME RECEIVED 
• ' July 8, 2014 11:08:35 AM MDT 
REMOTE CSID ffION PAGES 
17025648539 82 3 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOlJRTH JUDICIAL D1Si8ICT 
STATE OF IDAHO. COUNTY OF ADA 
In the Matter of the Hospitali2.ation of 
5AAY/I« AIAlit.AH.. 6is&etc , 
doh: / :1 - .:LJ.. - , 9..2.? 
CaseNo. MN 
·------
CV-HO 2014-______ _ 
STATUS 
Received 
1410002/0003 
S.S. #: .~9:;. __ :_'l.'I:. -: .. ,~_OA. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CERTIFICATE OF DF.,SlGNA Ttl) f;XAMINER 
Proposed l)atient. 
________________ ) 
T,((/J ·c.J,,.J f. UfeU @· 1>. a Designated Examiner duly appointed by Order of the 
District Court, have personally examined the proposed patient on sfu (y .'2 r2 4 1 4 dute and 
L; I lft.d" time, and am of the opinion that: .) 
1, ~he proposed patient is mentally ill as defined by J.C.§ 66-317(12), suffering from the following. 
,S:e.~ #b, e,v1A ~ . Or. , 
D The proposed patient is !!f!1 mentally ill and/or doa· not meet criteria for involuntary commitment 
under I. C. § 66-329 because: --------------~-------------
2. Bcc_?c of such mental illness, the proposed patient is: 
IDkely to injure himself/ herself, or; 
13" Jikcly to injure others, or; 
I!f gravely disabled; 
as shown by, -!2 e t145..~~A)~# /vt ~, U'C ;~:.w,~ G«,2i?Pt1)1' .J-- tLiS •M~ 
~lP ; oe.l9rz <Ud. 
3, The proposed patient ~es or O does not need custody, care, and/or treatment by n facility, 
4. The proposed patient ~goes lack or D does not lack the capacity to make informed decisions about 
treatment. 
5. The proposed patient ~ u[u."ed or O dpes not refu.,e medical treatment on a voluntary basi8. 
6. The proposed patient was interviewed by the Designated Examiner as follows: 
Date of Interview L~tio-, Duration 
Jti.12.d C ,r,,,, "17 y dt!// (,. , ;p4a_ ..,_. ~ k. ... 
7. The following medical record(s) and/or other information were reviewed: /p t.1 ·t' o12.. S,t!. p,pg-f:1,, 
_,
ful,/f,.ff1!Jp~ l!'JM1RAV'!~; Heli&#f£, &J(.t!!IJ/LV?,', ~ll',,'zdvlul.., , 
me.'Pl~t;t "'1ecM ti'~ h"M ,1:p,9 Co ~;c:, ~ :X-o ,1 Jo mA>(. See IA.,,,f /fy F;,,/,i C;+y 
CERTIFICATE OFDESICNATEDEXAM.1NERLI-30-2014J- l me P/ G,t,'/ {. /;i(-e t!&J'7 'OJ 
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REMOTE CSID ATION PAGES 
17025648539 82 3 
., 07/08/2014 10:07AM FAX 17025648539 TUSCANY REC CENTER 
STATUS 
Received 
14] 0003/0003 
All /J4.t:///JAf$ R..f~c h/d'TB ie. -k:(/'f td!At'..°tf;, "4C. Jl, 1;14/111.,J,"dAh?- t: .,,,e.fe2fl'i:.$. c/QAJe_ r , r , n 
F'be. :fba Ce,,,v,t: .$.t,Atc:12., A/,: 6Mt2,-;;;- {drf?eXe 1,V;,fJ, £,~d{IPA cJ, .P4 .A~(;,~,x 
8. The uttending or prior physician fuas or O wa{; not contacted. The opinion of the physician, Dr, . 
5 e9U £(/d5dN M, p. , re~arding the need for current Involuntary commitment is: -rho SA:1'11 :e,.. 
ffe (}'7 I 4-) 12,. • 
9. The Designated F.xmnincr received collater-..-1 contact frorn the family/next-of .. kin a.~ follows: 
Alt> r'eAJ/ Ly ~ oAJ'[;Aet:: 
The proposed patient lives at the following address:-------~-----
for the past months. 
1 O. The proposed patient has; 
D Resources; D Medicaid. 0 Private insurance, D Employment. D Other asset.~/third-
_/ ~~~ 
~No resources, ./ 
11. The proposed patient i!'.('has O does not have pending criminal matters and O is D is not being held in 
the Ada County Jail:------------------------------
12. The proposed patient ~es or O does nol have a history of substance ab11se us follows: 
e ()&1y-t:lz_/Af'} -p, <f'@ II ue4 ',I £4Bly d!JfL - n 'lC. /JLJA.e.s:r 
0# lae.<elfT(,/ CH.48 r; es 
13. Narrative of presenting problem: :£/llC,A RD.¢J9#£ t::/~ Sr;l. ".7?? 2... yt2..t11CS', 
t1 c-b i!e&; l~~Jt t:,hr)..t:/('. ... 77z e t?&l:z.e er ::ljJ : f,"4 t.g n .... .:r: 1t2jh aug.J; 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
N0·-----=":'::::"'"-11-,4....,,q..... __ 
A.M ____ Fl~LE.~ ~) 
I {j-J-
JUL 1 4 2014 
QHRISTOPHeR D. RICH, Clerk 
Sy AMY LANG 
O!PUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT 
OF TWO (2) DESIGNATED 
EXAMINERS PURSUANT TO 
I.C. § 66-329( 4) 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and move this Court to appoint two (2) additional designated examiners, 
pursuant to LC. § 66-329( 4), for the purpose of making individual personal examinations of the 
Defendant and reporting to the Court their findings as to the mental condition of the Defendant and 
his need for custody, care and treatment. 
The Court previously scheduled for June 23, 2014, a hearing on the issue of the Defendant's 
fitness to proceed. At the time appointed for the hearing the State informed the Court that, while 
MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF TWO (2) DESIGNATED EXAMINERS PURSUANT TO I.C. § 66-
329(4) - 1 
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it did not agree that the Defendant was not fit to proceed, it did not feel it could at that time 
present sufficient evidence to persuade the Court to find the Defendant fit to proceed. Therefore, 
the Court ordered, pursuant to LC. § 18-212(4), that involuntary commitment proceedings be 
instituted pursuant to LC. § 66-329. At a June 30, 2014, status conference, Counsel for the 
Defendant informed the Court that the defense would not file an application for involuntary 
commitment, and so the Court, upon motion of the State, appointed Dr. Michael Estess, M.D., as 
a designated examiner and ordered that the Defendant be evaluated by Dr. Estess and that Dr. 
Estess produce a certificate as referred to in LC. § 66-329(3) so that the State could determine 
how it would proceed. 
Dr. Estess personally examined the Defendant on July 3, 2014. Dr. Estess reported in his 
Certificate of Designated Examiner that the Defendant meets the threshold requirements for 
commitment. However, Dr. Estess advised the State that based on his examination of the 
Defendant, together with his review of all previous psychiatric and psychological evaluations 
and reports done for the Court as well as medical records and investigative materials, it appears 
to Dr. Estess that the Defendant is competent to stand trial. The State has never conceded that 
the Defendant is not fit to proceed in this case and the State puts the Court and Counsel on notice 
that, at the appropriate time, the State will move this Court for a new competency hearing. 
However, given the time constraints and procedures set forth in LC. § 18-212 it appears to the 
State that involuntary commitment is the necessary next step before the Court can re-examine the 
Defendant's competency. 
Subsequent to Dr. Estess' July 3, 2014, examination the State was contacted by a 
representative of the Department of Health and Welfare and informed that the Department 
currently did not consider Dr. Estess to be a designated examiner as defined in LC. § 66-317(5), 
MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF TWO (2) DESIGNATED EXAMINERS PURSUANT TO J.C. § 66-
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despite the clear language of the statute which defines a psychiatrist as a designated examiner. 
The State disagrees with the Department's position, based upon the plain language of the statute. 
Idaho Code section 66-329(4) states that "[u]pon receipt of an application for commitment, 
the court shall, within forty-eight ( 48) hours, appoint another designated examiner to make a 
personal examination of the proposed patient or if the proposed patient has not been examined, the 
court shall appoint two (2) designated examiners .... " The State has filed, contemporaneously 
herewith, an Application for Commitment, pursuant to LC. § 66-329, along with the Certificate of 
Designated Examiner completed by Dr. Michael E. Estess, M.D. While there is no legitimate 
question that Dr. Estess is a qualified designated examiner, given the position of the Department of 
Health and Welfare, and out of an abundance of caution, the State requests that within forty-eight 
( 48) hours following receipt of this Application the Court appoint two (2) designated examiners to 
make individual personal examinations of the Defendant and order that within the following 
seventy-two (72) hours the designated examiners report to the Court their findings as to the mental 
condition of the Defendant and his need for custody, care and treatment, all as provided in LC. § 66-
329(4). 
DATED this f l-f ,r., day of July, 2014. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: John S. Dinger or Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF TWO (2) DESIGNATED EXAMINERS PURSUANT TO I.C. § 66-
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this \~ day of July, 2014, I caused to be served, a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF TWO (2) DESIGNATED 
EXAMINERS PURSUANT TO I.C. § 66-329(4) upon the individual(s) named below in the 
manner noted: 
ERIC ROLFSEN and/or AUGUST CAHILL, Ada County Public Defender's Office, 200 W. Front 
St., Rm. 1107, Boise ID 83702 
~By hand delivery. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
-!1st< 
Legal Assistant 
MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF TWO (2) DESIGNATED EXAMINERS PURSUANT TO I.C. § 66-
329(4) - 4 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
r:0.-----;:;Fl:;-;;LE'n'D --:;;;;~13)~-
AM.----' .M.--'<:::;..:.;:;;..;:;;.._-
JUL 1 5 2014 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By SABRINA STOKES 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) 
Plaintiff/ Applicant, ) 
) 
vs. ) 
) 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, ) 
) 
Defendant/Proposed Patient. ) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT 
OF TWO (2) DESIGNATED 
EXAMINERS PURSUANT TO 
I.C. § 66-329(4) 
WHEREAS on the 14th day of July, 2014, an Application for Commitment of the Mentally 
Ill Under I.C. § 66-329 was filed, which Application was accompanied by a certificate by Dr. 
Michael E. Estess, M.D. alleging that the above-named defendant/proposed patient is mentally ill 
and, because of such condition, is likely to injure himself of is likely to injure others, or is gravely 
disabled due to mental illness; and 
TIDS COURT having considered the State's Motion for Appointment of Two (2) 
Designated Examiners Pursuant to LC.§ 66-329(4), and otherwise being fully advised; 
ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT OF TWO (2) DESIGNATED EXAMINERS PURSUANT TO I.C. § 66-
329(4) -1 
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IT IS ORDERED that, pursuant to Idaho Code§ 66-329(4), two (2) Designated Examiners 
are hereby appointed to make individual personal examinations of the above-named 
defendant/proposed patient and report to the Court their written findings within seventy-two (72) 
hours as to the mental condition of the above-named defendant/proposed patient and need for 
custody, care and treatment. The above-named defendant/proposed patient shall submit to the 
examinations of the two designated examiners. 
th 
DATED this __!i___ day of July, 2014. 
ORDER FOR APPOINTMENT OF TWO (2) DESIGNATED EXAMINERS PURSUANT TO I.C. § 66-
329(4) - 2 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
N0.-
/1,Jvi. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
4th ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE TO COURT 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada County, State 
of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Fourth Addendum to Response to 
Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this .]2day of July, 2014. 
GREG H. BOWER 
John S. Dinge 
Deputy Prosecuting Att 
4th ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT (FISHER), Page 1 
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\\j) 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
. 200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER,, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
5th ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE TO COURT 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada County, State 
of Idaho, and inf arms the Court that the State has submitted a Fifth Addendum to Response to 
Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this lo day of August, 2014. 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting Atta 
5th ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT (FISHER), Page 1 
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CHRISTOPHER D. RI 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
DOB: 
SSN:
Defendant. 
CASE NO. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
It appearing that the above-named defendant is in the custody of the Idaho State Board of 
Correction, and that it is necessary that SHAWN NATHAN FISHER be brought before this Court 
for: 
STATUS CONFERENCE ...... Thursday, September 18, 2014@ 02:00 PM 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED That the Ada County Sheriff bring the Defendant from the 
Penitentiary to the Court at said time and on said date; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That i,mmediately following said Court appearance the Sheriff . 
return said Defendant to the custody of the Idaho State Penitentiary; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Idaho State Board of Correction release the said 
Defendant to the Ada County Sheriff for the purpose of the aforementioned appearance and retake 
him into custody from the Sheriff upon his return. to th~.Penitentiary. · 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Clerk o{this Court serve a copy hereof upon the 
Idaho Department of Corrections and the Ada County Sheriff forthwith and certify to the same. 
Dated this 12th day of September, 2014. 
~Sco;9. ~ 
TRICT JUDGE 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT Page 1 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
SEP 1 8 2014 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By AMY LANG 
O!f'UTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION TO DISMISS 
APPLICATION FOR 
COMMITMENT AND MOTION 
FOR EXAMINATION OF 
DEFENDANT PURSUANT TO 
I.C. § 18-211 
COMES NOW, Jolm S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for Ada 
County, State ofldaho, and move this Court to dismiss the Application for Commitment filed by the 
State on July 14, 2014, and order an examination of the Defendant pursuant to LC. § 18-211, to be 
conducted by Dr. Michael Estess, M.D. 
PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
In October 2013, the Court entered a Memorandum Decision and Order finding the 
Defendant not fit to proceed pursuant to LC. § 18-211 and 18-212. The Defendant was accepted 
MOTION TO DISMISS APPLICATION FOR COMMITMENT AND MOTION FOR EXAMINATION OF 
DEFENDANT PURSUANT TO J.C. § 18-211 (FISHER, CR-FE-2013-0002326) Page 1 
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for admission by the Idaho Department of Correction into the Idaho Security Medical Program 
for housing and treatment. On January 15, 2014, the Court entered an Order Continuing 
I 
Commitment, and subsequent to that the Defendant was again evaluated by personnel in the 
Idaho Security Medical Program regarding his fitness to proceed. Dr. Kimel Limon reported to 
the Court that the Defendant was ready to continue with his court proceedings and recommended 
that he be placed in a less restrictive environment. Counsel for the Defendant, however, filed a 
notice with the Court contesting the Defendant's competency, and subsequently the Court 
scheduled a hearing for June 23, 2014, to address the issue of the Defendant's fitness to proceed. 
At the June 23, 2014, hearing the State indicated to the Court that, while it did not agree 
that the Defendant was not competent to proceed, it did not feel it could at that time present 
sufficient evidence to persuade the Court to find the Defendant competent to proceed. Therefore, 
the Court ordered, pursuant to LC. § 18-212(4), that involuntary commitment proceedings be 
instituted pursuant to LC. § 66-329. At a June 30, 2014, status conference, Counsel for the 
Defendant informed the Court that the defense would not file an application for involuntary 
commitment, and so the Court, upon motion of the State, appointed Dr. Michael Estess, M.D., as 
a designated examiner and ordered that the Defendant be evaluated by Dr. Estess and that Dr. 
Estess produce a certificate as referred to in LC. § 66-329(3) so that the State could determine 
how it would proceed. 
Dr. Estess examined the Defendant at the Ada County Jail on July 3, 2014, and 
completed a Certificate of Designated Examiner, finding that the Defendant met the criteria for 
involuntary commitment. Subsequent to Dr. Estess' examination the State was contacted by a 
representative of the Department of Health and Welfare and informed that the Department did 
not consider Dr. Estess to be a designated examiner as defined in LC. § 66-317(5), despite the 
clear language of the statute which defines a psychiatrist as a designated examiner. Then on July 
MOTION TO DISMISS APPLICATION FOR COMMITMENT AND MOTION FOR EXAMINATION OF 
DEFENDANT PURSUANT TO I.C. § 18-211 (FISHER, CR-FE-2013-0002326) Page 2 
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14, 2014, the State filed an Application for Commitment of the Mentally Ill Under I.C. § 66-329, 
based upon the finding of Dr. Estess, as well as a Motion for Appointment of Two (2) 
Designated Examiners Pursuant to I.C. § 66-329(4). The State requested that the Court appoint 
two additional designated examiners out of an abundance of caution given the position taken by 
the Department of Health and Welfare regarding Dr. Estess' status. The Court thereafter signed 
the order appointing two designated examiners. 
Dr. Bill Arnold was appointed by the Department of Health and Welfare to examine the 
Defendant and, after doing so on July 17, 2014, determined that the Defendant did not meet the 
criteria for involuntary commitment, and he submitted a certificate reporting his findings. 
Despite the Court's order appointing two designated examiners, only Dr. Arnold was sent by the 
Department of Health and Welfare to examine the Defendant, apparently due to Dr. Arnold's 
negative finding. Thereafter, no further hearings were held on the original Application for 
Commitment. 
In early September 2014, the parties met in chambers with the Court to discuss the status 
of the case. At that time the Court was informed that in early August, subsequent to Dr. 
Arnold's examination, the Defendant had attempted suicide. The parties and the Court reviewed 
the procedural history of the case and discussed how the case should proceed from that point, 
and a status hearing was scheduled for September 18, 2014. 
ARGUMENT 
The State now requests that the Court enter an order dismissing the Application for 
Commitment filed by the State on July 14, 2014, and order another examination of the Defendant 
pursuant to I.C. § 18-211, to be conducted by Dr. Michael Estess, M.D. Given that Dr. Arnold, 
as the only designated examiner recognized by the Department of Health and Welfare to examine 
the Defendant, did not agree with Dr. Estess' finding regarding whether the Defendant met 
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criteria for involuntary commitment, no other examiner was sent by the Department to examine 
the Defendant. Two months now have passed since the Defendant's mental condition last was 
examined and reported upon to the Court. The State believes that, given the timelines set forth in 
Title 66, chapter 3, Idaho Code, the Court cannot now properly take further action on the 
Application for Commitment and, furthermore, because of Dr. Arnold's negative finding the 
Court should now dismiss the Application. LC. § 66-329( 4). 
Idaho Code section 18-211(1) provides that "[w]henever there is reason to doubt the 
defendant's fitness to proceed ... the court shall appoint at least one (1) qualified psychiatrist or 
licensed. psychologist or shall request the director of the department of health and welfare to 
designate at least one (1) qualified psychiatrist or licensed psychologist to examine and report 
upon the mental condition of the defendant to assist counsel with defense or understand the 
proceedings." Given the time that has elapsed and the events that have occurred since the 
Defendant's mental condition last was examined, either pursuant to LC. § 18-211 or the 
Application for Commitment, the Defendant's fitness to proceed certainly remains in question. 
The State's position throughout these proceedings has been that the Defendant is 
competent to proceed, and there can be no question but that the Defendant's competency-related 
abilities have improved with time and treatment. When first evaluated pursuant to the Court's 
LC. § 18-211 order, the Defendant was found to be competent by Dr. Chad Sombke, Ph.D. The 
defense countered with the contrary opinions of its retained experts, Drs. Beaver and LaCroix, 
and after an extensive competency hearing the Court found the Defendant not competent to 
proceed: The Defendant went through an original 90-day commitment, after which it was 
reported that the Defendant showed improvement in his mental status and his prognosis was fair. 
See Forensic Eval. by Kimel Limon, PsyD, dated Dec. 17, 2013. Following the additional 180-
day commitment Dr. Limon reported upon the Defendant's mental status, stating that "[t]here 
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were no overt signs of psychotic symptoms noted. No report of visual or auditory hallucinations 
and he did not appear preoccupied with internal stimulus. He presented as oriented to person, 
' 
time, place and reason for the interview and his insight was intact." Forensic Eval., dated Feb. 
27, 2014, at 6. Dr. Limon further reported that the Defendant's competence to proceed was. 
evaluated and concluded that the Defendant "has a basic capacity to understand the nature and 
object of the proceedings against him, is able to comprehend his position, is able to conduct his 
defense in a rational manner, and he is able to cooperate with his counsel to end th~t a defense 
may interpose on his behalf .... Mr. Fisher has regained competency related abilities." Id. at 7. 
It is clear that one of the primary purposes of the statutory scheme encompassed by LC.§ 
18-211 and 212 and Title 66, chapter 3, Idaho Code, is to ensure that defendants found not 
competent to proceed are properly treated but remain subject to on-going review for competence. 
See e.g. LC. § 18-212(5) (stating that "[i]n its review of commitments pursuant to section 66-
3 3 7, Idaho Code, the department of health and welfare shall determine whether the defendant is 
fit to proceed with trial."). The issue of a defendant's fitness to proceed "shall be determined by 
the court." LC. § 18-212(1). There is nothing in the statutes that restricts the Court from 
convening, at any time, a hearing to determine whether the Defendant is fit to proceed, and given 
the posture of this case justice requires that the issue of competence now be re-examined. 
The State specifically moves the Court for the appointment of Dr. Michael Estess, M.D. 
to conduct the examination pursuant to LC. § 18-211. Dr. Estess has extensive experience in the 
field of psychiatry, having been in practice for over 40 years, and for many years has dealt 
directly with inmates in correctional facilities. He previously supervised and directed the 
psychiatric care for inmates at the state prison and the Idaho Security Medical Facility, including 
dangerously mentally ill offenders. Be has been a psychiatric medical provider for the Ada 
County Jail and for more than 25 years has worked with the Department of Health and Welfare 
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Community Mental Health Center. Dr. Estess also previously has participated in and testified as 
an expert witness in competency hearings, wherein he has offered his professional opinions 
regarding defendants' fitness to proceed. He, therefore, is especially qualified to offer his 
opinions regarding a criminal defendant's fitness to proceed. 
Finally, the State requests that in its order for an LC. § 18-211 examination the Court 
order that the examiner shall have available and shall review all reports, records and other 
materials and information that may be relevant to the determination of the Defendant's fitness to 
proceed, to ensure a thorough and comprehensive evaluation of the Defendant. 
CONCLUSION 
Based upon the foregoing, the State moves the Court to dismiss the Application for 
Commitment filed by the State on July 14, 2014, and order an examination of the Defendant 
pursuant to LC. § 18-211, to be conducted by Dr. Michael Estess, M.D. 
DATED this _lL day of September, 2014. 
GREG H. BOWER 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this I ~-r,h_day of September, 2014, I caused to be served, 
a true and correct copy of the foregoing MOTION TO DISMISSAL APPLICATION FOR 
COMMITMENT AND MOTION FOR EXAMINATION OF DEFENDANT PURSUANT TO 
LC. § 18-211 upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
ERIC ROLFSEN and/or AUGUST CAHILL, Ada County Public Defender's Office, 200 W. Front 
St., Rm. 1107, Boise ID 83702 
K By hand delivery. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
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SCOTT I STOKES/ CROIV1v'VELL SEPTEMBER 18 2014 Courtroom400 
Time Speaker Note 
9:34:03 AM I l 
9:34:03 AM j f 
9:34:03 AM t i 
.... 9:34:·oa· AM··r·······································jcRFE13-02326····sHAWN .. FISHER················· .. 
2:04:48 PM t Present: tcounsel: Kai Witwer/Rolfsen/Cahill 
2:05: 15 PM jJudge Scott jcalls case for status conference and motion hearing. 
: I 
i i 
2:05:35 PM fWitwer f In speaking w/ the defense, they will be requesting a continuance 
l !since we just filed the motion this morning to allow them some more ! !time - we do not object. Based on the time lapse of the previous 
! \application filed, we request to dismiss and refile. I will defer to ! !defense as to what they would like to do. 
i i 
I : 
: : 
2:07:01 PM !Cahill !we are in agreement for 18-211 but not sure if we want Dr. Este3ss. I !Fresh eyes are in order Would like a week to consider. 
i i 
2:07:39 PM tJudge Scott tNo problem to allow parties more time to consider. 
i i 
: : 
............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 
2:08:56 PM !Judge Scott j9/26/14@ 1130am 
i i 
I I 
............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 
2:09:05 PM !Cahill !We agree that the court's previous committment should be 
I !dismissed. This is simply a matter of deciding who the evaluator will 
I !be. 
2:10:00 PM j jEnd of Case 
2:10:00 PM j i 
2:10:00 PM i i 
2:10:00 PM 1 1 
="'-'-~--"------ : I 
2:10:00 PM j j 
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CHRISTOPHER D. THE COURT 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
DOB:
SSN.: 
Defendant. 
CASE NO. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
It appearing that the above-named defendant is in the custody of the Idaho State Board of 
Correction, and that it is necessary that SHAWN NATHAN FISHER be brought before this Court 
for: 
STATUS CONFERENCE ...... Friday, September 26, 2014@ 11:30 AM 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED That the Ada County Sheriff bring the Defendant from the 
Penitentiary to the Court at said time and on said date; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That immediately following said Court appearance the Sheriff 
return said Defendant to the custody of the Idaho State Penitentiary; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Idaho State Board of Correction release the said 
Defendant to the Ada County Sheriff for the purpose of the aforementioned appearance and retake 
him into custody from the Sheriff upon his return to the Penitentiary. · 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Clerk of this Court serve a copy hereof upon the 
Idaho Department of Corrections and the Ada County Sheriff forthwith and certify to the same. 
Dated this 18th day of September, 2014. 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT Page 1 
000209
SCOTT I STOKES/ CRO.\,,\ JELL SEPT. 26 2014 Courtroom507 
Time Speaker Note 
11 :41 :20 AM ! ! 
11 :41 :20 AM r r 
11 :41 :20 AM j l 
11:41:24AMI [STvSHAWN FISHER CRFE13-02326 STATUS ( ! CUST 
11:42:16 AMl fMotion to dismiss civil committment 
11 :43:03 AM 1 [counsel: Dinger/Witwer: / Rolfsen/Cahil 
11 :43: 1 O AM i Rolfsen twill not object to state's motion to have Dr. Estess perform the 
! !evaluation. 
11 :43:51 AM !Wittwer [Insert in order a directive to Dr. Estess that he has available to him 
! !any and all medical records. We are requesting he be court ordered 
l \to review those documents. 
11 :45:30 AM jRolfsen f No objection. 
11 :45:40 AM JJudge [It is appropriate to dismiss the state's application and to terminate 
!Scott !those committment proceedings. That meaning def. is not subject to 
! !medical hold but still bound by criminal code. Will order def. to be 
! (examined by 18-211. Signs order. Dr. Estess will be the examiner. 
l !Will wait to see the results of that examination and will proceed from 
! !there . 
................................................ + .••..•.••..•...•..........•..•.....•... ;. ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
11 :50:20 AM l !End of Case 
11 :50:20 AM j [ 
11:50:20AMf j 
11 :50:20 AM j f 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
RECEIVED 
SEP 1 8 2014 
. l , ....... ,._., __ 
-··-i=,Leo n 
,, .~1 .•. _. ______ P.M._=t_- _ 
SEP 2 6 2014 
SHRISTOl-'Hc:R IJ. RICH, Clerk 
By SABRINA STOKES 
nEPllTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT &9,~9lfffiu1CIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
__________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER DISMISSING 
APPLICATION FOR 
COMMITMENT AND ORDER 
FOR EXAMINATION OF 
DEFENDANT PURSUANT TO 
I.C. § 18-211 
THIS COURT having considered the State's Motion to Dismiss Application for 
Commitment and Motion for Examination of Defendant Pursuant to LC. § 18-211, and being 
otherwise fully advised; 
THE COURT finds that the Application for Commitment filed by the State should be 
dismissed and finds that there is reason to doubt the Defendant's fitness to proceed as set forth in 
section 18-210, Idaho Code. 
THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Application for Commitment of the Mentally 
Ill Under LC. § 66-329, filed by the State on July 14, 2014, be and is hereby dismissed. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to LC.§ 18-211, that Dr. Michael Estess, M.D., 
be and is hereby appointed to examine and report upon the mental condition of the Defendant to 
assist counsel with defense or understand the proceedings. Dr. Estess also shall evaluate whether 
the Defendant lacks capacity to make informed decisions about treatment. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that within three (3) days of this order of appointment, 
excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays, Dr. Estess shall determine the best location for 
the examination. Upon completion of the examination a report shall be submitted to the court 
and shall include the following: 
1. A description of the nature of the examination; 
2. A diagnosis or evaluation of the mental condition of the Defendant; 
3. An opinion as to the Defendant's capacity to understand the proceedings against him 
and to assist in his own defense; 
4. An opinion whether the Defendant lacks the capacity to make informed decisions 
about treatment. 
The report of the examination shall be filed in triplicate .with the clerk of the court, who shall 
cause copies to be delivered to the prosecuting attorney and to counsel for the Defendant. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Dr. Estess shall have available to him and shall 
review all reports, records and other materials and information that may be relevant to the 
evaluation of the Defendant and to the determination of the Defendant's fitness to proceed. 
" DATED this ~ · day of September, 2014. 
District Judge 
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I 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NO= le 
AM. I F!~~-----
ocr 2 B 2014 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH C/ 
By MAURA OLSON ' erk 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
SIXTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO 
COURT 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada County, State 
of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Sixth Addendum to Response to 
Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this-?_]_ day of October, 2014. 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defender 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
RECEIVED 
NOV 19 2(Jft 
Ada County Clerk 
i ,.)._ •• -- -:;,. /) FILED 
,. "].>V P.M----
,•'°~v1 ....... - ... -
NOV 21 2014 
GHRISTOPHt:K D. RICH. Clerk 
' By SABRINA STOKES 
OF.P11TY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE ST ATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
DOB:
SSN: 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
ORDER ALLOWING ACCESS TO 
DEFENDANT 
The Ada County Sheriff shall allow Dr. Camille LaCroix, or any member of his/her staff, 
entry into the Ada County on the gth day of December, 2014, from I :00 p.m. to 3 :00 p.m. The 
Ada County Sheriff shall also provide a quiet, private area with a table and any and all other 
reasonable facilities and necessary equipment to Dr. Camille LaCroix, or any members of his/her 
staff. Some meetings may require the use of at least one hand, the Ada County Sheriff shall also 
take the necessary course of action to ensure that the defendant is able to complete any and all 
testing offered by Dr. Camille LaCroix, or any member of his/her staff. 
-~ SO ORDERED AND DATED, this '2.0 day ofNovember 2014. 
ORDER ALLOWING ACCESS TO DEFENDANT 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger/Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
No ' ~ 
·A~~: (0 '!,M---
JAN 2 6 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By AMY LANG 
Ol!PUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
TO: Gus Cahill, his Attorney of Record, you will please take notice that on the 30th 
day of January, 2015, at the hour of 11 :00 a.m., of said day, or as soon thereafter as counsel can 
be heard, the Court will call on for hearing a Status Conference, in the above-entitled action. 
DATED this _l2i_day of January, 2015 . 
. John S. Dinger 
Dep ty Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ?-) day of January, 2015, I caused to be served, a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Notice of Hearing upon the individual named below in the 
manner noted: 
Name and address: Gus Cahill, Ada County Public Defender's Office 
o By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. X By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: 
?A~~ 
Legal Assistant 
NOTICE OF HEARING (F~SHER), Page 2 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
DOB: 
SSN.: 
Defendant. 
CASE NO. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
It appearing that the above-named defendant is in the custody of the Idaho State Board of 
Correction, and that it is necessary that SHAWN NATHAN FISHER be brought before this Court 
for: 
STATUS CONFERENCE. ..... Friday, January 30, 2015@ 11:00 AM 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED That the Ada County Sheriff bring the Defendant from the 
Penitentiary to the Court at said time and on said date; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That immediately following said Court appearance the Sheriff 
return said Defendant to the custody of the Idaho State Penitentiary; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Idaho State Board of Correction release the said 
Defendant to the Ada County Sheriff for the purpose of the aforementioned appearance and retake 
him into custody from the Sheriff upon his return to the Penitentiary. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Clerk of this Court serve a copy hereof upon the 
Idaho Department of Corrections and the Ada County Sheriff forthwith and certify to the same. 
Dated this 27th day of January, 2015. l\ 
--n=-=-=:___-~~'....::.......!'0____.:!!fdl!!!l!!ll::::..W::___ _ _ 
Jas . Scott 
DIS RICT JUDGE 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT Page 1 
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SCOTT I STOKES/ CR01v11/VEL JANUARY 30 2015 Courtroom507 
Time Speaker Note 
11:13:19AMi 
11:13:19AMt t 
11 : 13: 19 AM i t 
··1·1·:·1·3:28.AMt········································isT·v·sHAWN .. Fi°SHER······················cRFE1.3-02326·····················sTATUS···························· 
i i CUST 
11: 13:31 AM f f counsel: Wittwer/Dinger/Rolfsen/Cahill 
11: 14:25 AM /Rolfsen /We are not going to further challenge the 18-211. We anticipate 
1 /several motions. Would like an October 
11: 15: 13 AM l Dinger l Dr. Estess did find him competent. 
11: 15:26 AM j f I can make that finding based on the report of Dr. Estess - it is not 
i !being challenged by any party. Makes finding that Mr. Fisher is 
l )competent. 
11 :16:01 AM irnnger fwe anticipate ths will take 4 weeks. Don't think we ever had a i !speedy waiver. 
11: 16:45 AM rcahill I There has not been a violation of speedy to date based on the evals. 
~ ~ 
11: 17:25 AM f Rolfsen f we need to have this set within 6 months. 
11: 17:40 AM irnnger iResponds. I think we need to calculate from the time 
11: 18:42 AM iJudge Scott i Not sure if today is when the speedy clock begins. I have made a 
i [finding today of competency. The report was produced 1-2 months 
................................................ L .................................... .Jago ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................  
11: 19:20 AM i Rolfsen i Requests set over to next Friday. 
11 :19:47 AM{Judge Scott jwrn reset for 2/6/15@ 11am - perhaps will have a better idea that 
/ [whatever date we set is within speedy. Will note that 10/19-10/29 is 
I !not available. 
11 :21 :09 AM i iEnd of Case 
11:21:09AMi i 
11 :21 :09 AM t j 
11 :21 :09 AM l i 
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SCOTT I STOKES I CROMWELL FEBRUARY 6 2015 Courtroom507 
Time Speaker Note 
11 :42:01 AM! ! 
"1'1':4i'3'1"AM'1""""""""""""""""""""'1sT'v'sHAWN .. FISHER"""""""""""cRFE1.3-02326""""""""""'sTATus"""""""""""""" 
I I CUST 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 4, .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
11 :42:33 AM I !Counsel: Dinger/Wittwer//Rolfsen/Cahill 
11 :47: 18 AM f Rolfsen f After consulting w/ Mr. Fisher he has decided to waive speedy. 
11 :47:52 AM !Judge Scott !Has discussion w/ Mr. Fisher about waiver. 
11 :48: 13 AM I Fisher f Understands and waives right. 
11 :51 :03 AM !Judge Scott !Will forgo Judicial conf. JT 9/21/15@ 9am; PT 8/21/15; 30 dys 
! !disc. cutoff 6/15/15 
11 :54:03 AMlRolfsen lMost of our discovery has been sent. · 
11 :54:19 AM jrnnger jAgrees - only thing MH expert reports. Perhaps June? 
11 :54:58 AM l lNo other pre trial deadlines to set at this time. 
11 :55:30 AM jrnnger f Formal written order ending the committment? 
11 :55:47 AMlJudge Scott !Will sign proposed order once submitted by Mr. Dinger. 
: : 
............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 
11 :56:57 AM! I End of Case 
11:56:57 AMI i 
11:56:57 AMj j 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
Case No. CR- ~Z..- \ ~- D 2-DUo 
ORDER GOVERNING FURTHER 
CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS AND 
NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING 
Defendant. ) 
---------~~=~---. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED as follows: 
(I) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
Compliance date for discovery is set on or before JLAOL IS ,20 \5. 
Status conference will be held on---------' 20 __ at ___ p.m. wherein 
defendant(s) must be personally present in court. 
Pretrial conference will be held on _ __.~ ...... .. - ~,__)...{__,_ __ , 20 lS° at \\~DO ~m. wherein 
defendant(s) must be personally present incour:t. 
Jury trial will be held on ~~ ;}! , 20 \Sat .9a)..m. and shall be scheduled for 
~ days. The order of the jury panel will be drawn by lot the afternoon before the day of trial in 
chambers. Counsel may be present for the drawing of the names. 
Notice is hereby given, pursuant to Rule 25(a)(6), I.C.R. that an alternate judge may be assigned to 
preside over the trial of th is case. The fol lowing is a I ist of potential alternate judges: 
Hon. G.D. Carey Hon. W.H. Woodland Hon. Dennis Goff Hon. Ronald Wilper 
Hon. Daniel C. Hurlbutt, Jr. Hon. James Judd Hon. Duff McKee Hon. Renee Hoff 
Hon. Michael McLaughlin Hon. Gerald Schroeder Hon. Kathryn Sticklen 
Hon. Darla Williamson Hon. Gregory M. Culet Hon. James Morfitt 
ALL SITTING FOURTH DISTRICT JUDGES 
(6) Defendant shall file all pretrial motions governed by Rule 12 of the Idaho Criminal Rules no 
later than fourteen (14) days after the compliance date set for discovery or otherwise show 
good cause, upon formal motion, why such time limits should be extended. All such motions 
must be brought on for hearing within fourteen (14) days after filing or forty-eight (48) hours 
before trial, whichever is earlier. All motions in limine shall be in writing and filed no later than 
five (5) days prior to the pretrial conference. All Motions to Suppress Evidence must be 
accompanied by a brief setting forth the factual basis and legal basis for the suppression of 
evidence. 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
t .•. 1. ____ ,_,,.....,. ____ _ 
FILED /._.. 
,•,J..1 .••• ----_.P.M__, ___ _ 
FEB 1 7 2015 
Cf·lR!S"f1:;i-1HER D. RICH, Clerk 
By SABRINA STOKES 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER TERMINATING 
COMMITMENT PURSUANT TO 
I.C. § 18-212 
WHEREAS THIS COURT, having previously determined pursuant to LC. § 18-212 that 
the Defendant lacked fitness to proceed and having committed the Defendant to the custody of the 
Department of Correction for care and treatment; 
AND WHEREAS the proceedings against the Defendant were therefore suspended 
pursuant to LC. § 18-212(2); 
ORDER TERMINATING COMMITMENT PURSUANT TO I.C. § 18-212 (FISHER, CR-FE-2013-0002326) 
Page 1 
000221
" . 
AND WHEREAS this Court subsequently ordered Dr. Michael Estess to perform an 
evaluation of the Defendant pursuant to LC.§ 18-211, and Dr. Estess having submitted to the Court 
a report of his evaluation finding the Defendant fit to proceed; 
AND WHEREAS this Court having fully considered the report of Dr. Estess and neither 
the prosecuting attorney nor counsel for the Defendant having contested the finding of the report 
after being given the opportunity to do so; 
AND WHEREAS this Court, at a hearing held on January 30, 2015, made an oral order 
finding the Defendant fit to proceed, terminating the commitment and ordering that the proceedings 
be resumed; 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the commitment of the Defendant pursuant to LC. § 
18-212 be and is hereby terminated and the proceedings against the Defendant are resumed, nunc 
pro tune January 30, 2015. 
~ 
SO ORDERED this J.::!_ day of February, 2015. 
ORDER TERMINATING COMMITMENT PURSUANT TO I.C. § 18-212 (FISHER, CR-FE-2013-0002326) 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83072 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
. ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Criminal No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
NOTICE OF INTENT 
TO PRODUCE EVIDENCE 
PURSUANT TO I.C. § 18-207 
COMES NOW, the above named Defendant, Shawn Nathan Fisher, by and through his 
Attorney of Record, the Ada County Public Defender, Eric R. Rolfsen, handling attorney, and 
hereby notifies this Honorable Court and the state of Idaho that he intends to produce evidence at 
trial on the issue of the state of mind of the Defendant at the time of the allegations against him. 
This notice is given pursuant to LC.§ 18-207(4)(a). 
NOTICE OF INTENT TO PRODUCE EVIDENCE PURSUANT TO I.C. §18-207, Page 1 
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1 ,, 
DATED, this 20th day of February, 2015. 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on Friday, February 20, 2015, I mailed (served) a true and correct 
copy of the within instrument to: 
John S. Dinger 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
NOTICE OF INTENT TO PRODUCE EVIDENCE PURSUANT TO I.C. §18-207, Page 2 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NO.---;Fi:i'ii:tLEa°0 -:-2--r:L/~ 
M-----.P.M -b,, A .. 
MAR\ 0 2015 
CHRISTOPHER O. RICH, Clerk 
B KAit:llNA CHRISTENSEM 
y DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
SEVENTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO 
COURT 
COMES NOW, John S. Dinger, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada County, State 
of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a SEVENTH Addendum to Response 
to Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED thiJD day of March 2015. 
By: ohn S. Dinger 
eputy Prosecuting Atto 
ih ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT (FISHER), Page 1 
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Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
NO. ll<~ 
AM._----:::....=....---.1P.M __ ----'_ 
MAY 1 5 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. filCH, Clerk. 
By KATRINA CHRISTENSEN 
DePUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MOTION TO DECLARE I.C. §18-207 
AND REPEAL OF I.C. §18-208, 209 
UNCONSTITUTIONAL 
The Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, by and through his attorney AUGUST H. 
CAHILL and ERIC ROLFSEN, Ada County Public Defender's Office, hereby moves this Court 
to find that LC. §18-207(1) is unconstitutional and that Fisher may present mental condition as a 
defense in this case. 
This Motion is made pursuant to the 5th, 6th, 8th and 14th Amendments to the U.S. 
Constitution; and, Article I, Sections 2, 7 and 13 of the Idaho Constitution. The grounds for this 
Motion are that the legislative abrogation of mental condition as a defense, LC. §§18-207, 18-
208 and 18-209, violates Fisher's rights to equal protection; the effective assistance of counsel; 
~ON TO DECLARE J.C. §18-207 AND REPEAL OF J.C. §18-208, 209 UNCONSTITUTIONAL 1 · 
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to present a defense; to confront the evidence against him; to due process; and, to be free from 
cruel and unusual punishment including the imposition of punishment through an unfair process, 
as those rights are protected an1 guaranteed by the U.S. and Idaho Constitutions as cited above. 
This Motion is supported by t following Memorandum. 
DATED, this J!f!:. day of May 2015. 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this _J{_ day of May 2015, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the above and foregoing instrument to be delivered to: 
JOHNS. DINGER 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
\,. 
MOTION TO DECLARE J.C. §18-207 AND REPEAL OF J.C. §18-208, 209 UNCONSTITUTIONAL 2 
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MAY 1 5 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KATRINA Cl-!RISiC:NSEN 
DEPUTY 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7 409 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
MEMORANDUM 
This Memorandum is made in support of Defendant's Objection to Access to Defendant 
by State's Experts and Motion to Declare LC. §18-207 and Repeal of LC. §§18-208 and 18-209 
unconstitutional. 
ISSUES 
1. The Idaho legislative abolishment of the insanity defense violates Fisher's 
rights to equal protection under the law. 
2. The Idaho legislative abolishment of the insanity defense violates Fisher's 
rights to due process of the law. 
~MEMORANDUM 1 
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3. Abolition of the insanity defense and concomitant imprisonment of the 
mentally ill violates the right to be free from cruel and unusual punishment in 
conflict with principles stated in the decisions of the United States Supreme 
Court. 
4. · Idaho's abolitions of an insanity defense deprives Fisher of his Sixth 
Amendment Right to present a defense. 
5.. Idaho Code §18-207 violates Fisher's right to remain silent and right to 
counsel. 
6. Analysis of challenge to Idaho Code § 18-207 as addressed in State v. 
Delling decision. 
7. · Traditional purposes of criminal sentencing are not satisfied by failure to 
provide an insanity defense. 
8. Mens Rea argument for upholding the statute is flawed. 
9. The Idaho Constitution can provide greater protection than the United 
States Constitution does. 
ARGUMENT 
1. THE IDAHO LEGISLATIVE ABOLISHMENT OF THE INSANITY 
DEFENSE VIOLATES FISHER'S RIGHTS TO EQUAL 
PROTECTION UNDER THE LAW. 
Article 1, Section~ 2 and 13 of the Idaho Constitution and 14th Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution, require that similarly situated persons must be treated similarly under the law. If 
similarly situated persons are to be treated differently the State must support that disparate 
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treatment by providing a reasonable basis, which substantially furthers a legitimate legislative 
purpose. State v. Avelar, 129 Idaho 700, 931 P.2d 1218 (7997); Douglas v. California, 372 U.S. 
353, 83 S.Ct. 814 (1963). 
Idaho's legislative abolition of any insanity defense unconstitutionally discriminates 
between similarly situated mentally ill defendants based upon the content of their delusions. 
Under Idaho's scheme, equally mentally ill defendants with different delusions would be treated 
differently based upon whether or not the delusions relate to specific intent. 
Thus, the Idaho legislature treats mentally ill defendants differently under the law based 
solely upon an arbitrary and capricious distinction between the content, not the quality, of the 
delusions of each. This distinction is truly arbitrary and capricious does not serve to substantially 
further legitimate legislative purpose. 
2. THE IDAHO LEGISLATIVE ABOLISHMENT OF THE INSANITY 
DEFENSE VIOLATES FISHER'S RIGHTS TO DUE PROCESS OF 
LAW. 
While forty-six states, the federal government and at least 100 other nations of the world 
recognize an insanity defense, Idaho, Montana, Utah and Kansas have outlawed the defense and 
are subjecting mentally ill persons in those states to criminal prosecution and imprisonment in 
. violations of the constitution. 
"Until 1982, the insanity defense was available in Idaho criminal case as a 
matter of common law since the time judicial decisions were first reported 
in the territory." 
Brian E. Elkins, Idaho Repeal of the Insanity Defense: What are We Trying to Prove?, 31 Idaho 
L. Rev. 151, 153 (1994) [citing Idaho decisions dating back to People v. Walter, 1 Idaho 386 
(1871)] 
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In 1969, in State v. White, 93 Idaho 153,456 P.2d 797 (1969), the Idaho Supreme Court 
adopted the Model Penal Code's standard for the insanity defense. By 1972, the Idaho legislature 
codified that test: 
Mental illness as defense. -
(1) A person is not responsible for criminal conduct if at the time of such conduct 
· as a result of mental disease or defect he lacks the substantial capacity either 
to appreciate the wrongfulness of his conduct or to conform his conduct to the 
requirements of law. 
Idaho Code §18-207(1) (1972) (repealed 1982). 
In 1982, the Idaho legislature repealed this statute and replaced it with a new 
statute: 
Mental condition not a defense * * * 
(1) Mental condition shall not be a defense to any charge of criminal conduct. 
Idaho Code §18-207(1) (1972) (repealed 1982). 
Montana, Utah and more recently Kansas have enacted similar legislation abolishing 
insanity as a defense and have instead, like Idaho, adopted some f<?rm of the so called Mens Rea 
Model for dealing with mentally ill defendants. State v. Searcy, 118 Idaho 632, 798 P.2d 914 
(1990). 
The Mens Rea Model defines criminal intent only in terms of ability to form the intent to 
do a certain act and eliminates the concept of appreciation of the wrongfulness of the act. This 
approach "assumes that all crimes require the simple intent to do an act and it ignores the fact 
that most crimes have a required element of knowledge, willfulness or something beyond the 
mere performance of an act. It treats all criminal intent more like an aspect of strict liability." 
Finger v. Nevada, 27 P.3d 66, 75 (Nev. 2001) cert. den. 534 U.S. 1127 (2002) (criticizing Idaho, 
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Utah and Montana and holding insanity defense protected by state and federal due process 
clauses). · 
Commenting on the Mens Rea Model, the American Bar Association's Standing 
Committee on Association Standards for Criminal Justice stated: 
"This approach, which would permit evidence of mental condition· on the requisite 
mental element of the crime but eliminate mental non-responsibility as an 
independent, exculpatory doctrine, has been proposed in several bills in Congress 
and adopted in Montana, Idaho and Utah. The ABA has rejected it out of hand. 
Such a jarring reversal of hundreds of years of moral and legal history would 
constitute an unfortunate and unwarranted overreaction to the Hinckley verdict." 
ABA, Standing Committee on Association Standards for Criminal Justice, Report to the 
House of Delegates, August, 1984, Standards 6.1, Commentary p. 327. 
The supreme courts of Idaho, Montana, Utah and Kansas have upheld the abolition of the 
insanity defense, and the adoption of some form of the mens rea model, against due process and 
Eighth Amendment challenges. These courts have held that this approach does not offend basic, 
fundamental principles of due process because mentally ill defendants are still allowed to present 
evidence that they lack the mental capacity to form the intent to do the act, regardless of whether 
they know the act is wrong or can conform their conduct to the requirements of the law. 
Beginning in 1910 with Washington and up to 2001 with Nevada, many state supreme 
courts have held that an insanity defense is entitled to constitutional protection under either or 
both due process and fair jury trial guarantees. Idaho, Kansas, Montana and Utah have held that 
insanity as a defense is not entitled to any constitutional protection. 
The Idaho Supreme Court, in State v. Card, 121 Idaho 425, 825 P.2d 1981 (1991), as a 
matter of stare decisis, held that insanity as a defense is not entitled to constitutional protection 
under the due process clause. 
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In Card, a majority of the Idaho Supreme Court, quoting extensively from Searcy, supra, 
reaffirmed the holding in Searcy, "even though a majority of [the Idaho Supreme Court], as 
[then] constituted, entertain[ed} the view that the legislative abolition of the insanity defense 
violates constitutional due process ... " Card, at 460, 825 P.2d at 1116 (Bistline, J., dissenting). 
The court stated: 
Idaho Code §18-207 does not remove the element of criminal 
responsibility for the crime. The prosecution is still required to prove 
beyond a reasonable doubt that a defendant had the mental capacity to 
form the necessary intent. Idaho Code § 18-207 merely disallows mental 
condition from providing a complete defense to the crime and my allow 
the conviction of persons who may be insane by some former insanity test 
of medical standard, but who nevertheless have the ability to form intent 
and to control their actions. The statute expressly allows admission of 
expert evidence on the issues of mens rea or any state of mind, which is an 
element of crime. 
Card, supra, at 430,' 825 P.2d at 1086. 
In , conflict to Idaho decisions and those in Montana, Utah and Kansas, other state 
supreme courts that have decided the issue have concluded that insanity as a defense to criminal 
charges has deep roots in our law and that it "is fundamental to our system of jurisprudence that 
a person cannot be convicted for acts performed while insane." People v. Skinner, 39 Cal. 3rd 
765, 771, 704 P.2d 752 (1985) (citations omitted). 
Consistent with the opinion of the California Supreme Court in Skinner, the Nevada 
Supreme Court recently addressed this issue in Finger v. Nevada, supra. After analyzing insanity 
as a defense throughout history, the court held: 
We conclude that legal insanity is a well-established and fundamental principle of 
the law of the United States. It is therefore protected by the Due Process Clauses 
of both the United States and Nevada Constitutions. The legislature may not 
abolish insanity as a complete defense to a criminal offense. Thus the provisions 
of S.B. 314 abolishing the insanity defense are unconstitutional and 
unenforceable. 
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Finger, 27 P.3d at 84. 
In reviewing the decisions of the Idaho, Utah and Montana Supreme Courts upholding 
the constitutionality of the abolition of the insanity defense, the Nevada Supreme Court stated 
that "[g]iven the Supreme Court's discussion of insanity in Leland v. Oregan, 343 U.S., 790 
(1952), Morissete v. United States, 342 U.S. 246 (1952) and Penry v. Lynaugh, 492 U.S. 302 
(1989) we cannot agree with the analysis of federal law contained in the majority opinions" in 
the decisions in Idaho, Montana and Utah. Finger, supra, at 83. 
Ingles v. People, 92 Colo. 518, 22 P.2d 1109 (1933), was a case involving the 
constitutionality of a law requiring the defense of insanity to be tried only under special plea. In 
Ingles, the Supreme Court of Colorado recognized that "[ o ]ne who is insane when he commits an 
act prohibited by law cannot be held guilty of a crime. A statute providing that insanity shall be 
no defense to criminal charges would be unconstitutional. One accused of a crime is entitled to 
raise and have a jury pass upon the question of whether he was sane or insane when he 
committed the act with which he is charged. 
Justice_ McDevitt, dissenting from the majority opinion upholding the abolition of the 
' 
insanity defense by Idaho in Searcy, traced written accounts of the insanity defense in the context 
of civil liability in English law back to as early as 1265 A.D., with insanity being recognized as a 
defense in English criminal law during the reign of Edward II (1307-1321), and being perfected 
under Edward III (1326-1327). Searcy, at 646, 798 P.2d at 928 (McDevitt, J., dissenting). 
Moreover, after lengthy hearings following the John Hinckley trial, Congress rejected the 
abolition of the insanity defense "because it felt that concerns about the dangers of an insanity 
defense were overstated ~d because abolition 'would alter the fundamental basis of Anglo-
American criminal law: The existence of moral culpability as a prerequisite for punishment. "' 
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United States v. Poholt, 827 F.2d 899, 900 (3rd Cir. 1987) (quoting H.R. Rep. No. 98-577, 98th 
Con. 1st Sess. 7-8 (1983) [emphasis added]). 
Following protracted hearings, rather than opting for is abolition, Congress adopted 
legislation providing for a statutory affirmative defense of insanity. 
Thus, Idaho's position, and that of Montana, Utah and Kansas, that an insanity defense is 
. 
not a fundamental principle of our law, entitled to protection under the due process clause, is in 
stark conflict with the decisions and stated principles of other state supreme courts and the 
United States Congress. 
3. ABOLITION OF THE INSANITY DEFENSE AND CONCOMITANT 
IMPRISONMENT OF THE MENTALLY ILL VIOLATES THE RIGHT 
TO BE FREE FROM CRUEL AND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT IN 
CONFLICT WITH PRINCIPLES STATED IN THE DECISIONS OF 
THE UNITED STATE SUPREME COURT. 
The Eighth Amendment to the United States Constitution prohibits the infliction of cruel 
and unusual punishment by the States. Punishment is cruel and unusual if it is inflicted in an 
uncivilized and inhumane way. Furman v. Georgia, 408 U.S. 328, 268 (1972) (Brennan, J., 
concurring); Trop v. Dulles, 356 U.S. 86, 99 (1958). Therefore, the legislature's power to punish 
must be "e.xercised within the limits of civilized standards." Trop, 356 U.S. at 100. 
The standards of a civilized society may be measured by its history as well as its evolving 
moral and legal standards. The history to be considered includes that which was considered cruel 
and unusual at the time the Bill of Rights was adopted. Ford v. Wainwright, 477 U.S. 399, 405 
(1986). 
The history of what was considered cruel and unusual at the time the Bill of Rights was 
adopted indicates that it "was well settled at common law that 'idiots,' together with 'lunatics' 
were not subject to punishment for criminal acts committed under those incapacities." Penry v. 
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Lynaugh, 492 U.S. 302, 331 (1989). Even before the adoption of the Constitution, the law 
recognized that it was both morally and logically abhorrent to punish a person for acts committed 
because of mental illness. See, Elkins, Supra, at 160 et seq!. 
The Court has relied on the understanding that to punish the insane is cruel and unusual 
punishment. In Penry v. Lynaugh, 492 U.S. 302 (1989), the Court considered whether it was 
cruel and unusual punishment for a state to execute a mentally retarded individual. The Court 
stated in part: 
The common law prohibition against punishing "idiots" for their crimes suggest 
that it may indeed be "cruel and unusual" punishment to execute persons who are 
profoundly or severely retarded and wholly lacking in the capacity to appreciate 
the wrongfulness of their actions. Because of the protections afforded by the 
insanity defense today, such a person is not likely to be convicted or face the 
prospect of punishment. 
Id. At 333 (emphasis added). 
In Idaho, the safeguard the Court relied on in ~' does not exist. As a consequence, 
conviction, imprisonment and or execution of a mentally ill defendant constitute punishments 
that are cruel and unusual in violation of the Eighth Amendment. 
And, "[a]lthough the determination that a severe punishment 1s excessive may be 
grounded in a judgment that it is disproportionate to the crime, the more significant basis is that 
the punishment serves no penal purpose more effectively than a less severe punishment." Furman 
v. Georgia, 408 US.S 328,280 (1972) (Brennan, J. concurring). 
Punishing a person for an act committed as a result of mental illness is nothing more than 
a gratuitous infliction of pain. 
The evolving standards of decency in the United States reflect that only 4 of the 50 states 
have abolished the insanity defense. The other 46 States, the federal government and the 100 
State Parties to the Rome Statute all recognize that mental illness may constitute a defense to 
MEMORANDUM 9 
000236
criminal charges in a way other than relating merely to the ability to form the required mental 
state. 
In holding that the Eighth Amendment prohibits the execution of mentally retarded 
offenders, the court looked to define evolving standards of decency and contemporary values by 
looking to objective factors and stated that the "clearest and most reliable objective evidence of 
contemporary values is the legislation enacted by the country's legislatures." Atkins v. Virginia, 
536 U.S. 304, 311 (2002) ( quoting Pentry, supra, 492 U.S. at 331 ). 
Certainly, the 46 states, the federal government and the 100 State Parties to the Rome 
Statute that recognize an insanity defense evidence both a national consensus and an 
international consensus that sentencing a man to death for an act committed as a result of mental 
illness is not in comport with the evolving standards of decency that mark the progress of a 
maturing society. 
Because the abolishment of the in~anity defense in Idaho is inconsistent with the current, 
the evolving and the historical morals and laws of the United States and most other countries of 
the world, that abolishment, as reflected in I.C. §18-207(1), and concomitant imprisonment of 
the mentally ill is cruel and unusual and violates the Eighth Amendment. Atkins, supra; 
Simmons, supra; see also, Robinson v. California, 370 U.S. 660 (1962) (punishment cannot be 
inflicted on the basis of a physical or mental condition of a person). 
4. IDAHO'S ABOLITION OF AN INSANITY DEFENSE DEPRIVES 
FISHER OF HIS SIXTH AMENDMENT RIGHT TO PRESENT A 
DEFENSE. 
The right to present a defense is a fundamental right protected by the Sixth and 
Fourteenth Amendments. The "Constitution guarantees criminal defendants 'a meaningful 
opportunity to present a complete defense."' Crane v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 683, 690, 106 S.Ct. 
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2142, 2146 (1986) (quoting California v. Trombetta, 467 U.S. 479, 485, 104 S.Ct. 2528, 2532 
(1984). See also, Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284, 294, 93 S.Ct. 1038, 1045 (1973) ("The 
right of an accused in a criminal trial is, in essence, the right to a fair opportunity to defend 
against the State's accusations."). 
Idaho abolition of the insanity defense prohibits Fisher from exercising his essential Sixth 
and Fourteenth Amendment rights to present a complete defense to the State's charges herein. 
. 5. IDAHO CODE §18-207 VIOLATES FISHER'S RIGHT TO REMAIN 
SILENT AND RIGHT TO COUNSEL. 
The Idaho Supreme Court in Estrada v. State, 143 Idaho 558, 149 P.3d 833 (2006), 
recognized that Defendants have constitutional protection from self-incrimination and the right 
to counsel both before trial and at sentencing. 
The availability of the Fifth Amendment privilege against self-incrimination 
"does not tum upon the type of proceeding in which its protection is invoked, but 
upon the nature of the statement or admission of the exposure which it invites." 
Application of Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 49, 87 S.Ct. 1428, 1455, 18 L.Ed.2d 527, 558 
(1967) (noting the privilege may be claimed in a civil or administrative 
proceeding if the statement is or may be inculpatory). This Court's decisions 
clearly indicate that both at the point of sentencing and earlier, for purposes of a 
psychological evaluation, a defendant's Fifth Amendment privilege against self-
incrimination applies. [FN2] See State v. Lankford, 116 Idaho 860, 871, 781 P.2d 
197, 208 (1989) ("The fifth amendment privilege against self-incrimination and 
the sixth amendment right to counsel apply to custodial psychiatric exams 
conducted prior to sentencing as well as those conducted prior to trial."); State v. 
Wilkins, 125 Idaho 215, 217-18, 868 P.2d 1231, 1233-34 (1994) (holding that the 
Fifth Amendment privilege protects a defendant against compelled testimony at 
the sentencing hearing in a non-capital case); State v. Odiaga, 125 Idaho 384, 387, 
871 P.2d 801, 804 (1994) ("Following Idaho's repeal of the insanity defense, no 
statutory scheme remains through which a psychological evaluation can be 
compelled without threatening the rights guaranteed under both [the Fifth 
Amendment to the United States Constitution and Article I, Section 13, of the 
Idaho Constitution]."); State v. Wood, 132 Idaho 88, 100, 967 P.2d 702, 714 
(1998) (noting that [I]f a psychiatrist or psychologist had been appointed by the 
court for purposes of a presentence investigation, counsel for Wood would have 
had the opportunity to advise his client of the possible uses of the information and 
of the privilege against self-incrimination. "). 
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Estrada v. State, supra. 
The procedure for presenting evidence concerning mental condition under Idaho 
Code §18-207 allows access by mental health experts for the state to evaluate the defendant. 
State v. Santistevan, 143 Idaho 527 (Ct.App.2006), Defendant argues that this procedure 
improperly invades his rights under the Fifth Amendment, as well as medical privilege under 
Idaho Rule of Evidence 503. 
It seems illogical to say that a defendant has the right to refuse to speak to psychosexual 
evaluator and not be punished but a defendant doesn't have that same right when being evaluated 
under LC. §18-207. 
6. ANALYSIS OF DELLING DECISION. 
The Idaho Supreme Court, in State v. John Joseph Delling, addressed the issues raised in 
this motion to declare the Idaho statutes relating to mentally ill defendants unconstitutional 152 
Idaho 122, 267 P.3d 709 (2011) cert. denied 133 S. Ct.504 (2012). 
In that case a similarly situated defendant with schizophrenia killed 2 people while in the 
midst of delusional episodes. Delling raised the issues of the constitutionality of Idaho Code § 18-
207. In that case arguments were presented along the lines of that made above including: 
a. §18-207 violates defendant's Due Process rights under the Idaho and U.S. 
Constitutions as noted previously in this memorandum. 
b. Historical basis for an Insanity defense under the Due Process Clause and the Eighth 
Amendment as follows. 
Th_e Due Process Clause prohibits any imposition of criminal liability that "offends a 
principle of justice so rooted in the traditions and conscience of our people as to be ranked a 
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fundamental" Clark v. Arizona, 548 U.S. 735, 748 (2006) quoting Patterson v. New York, 432 
U.S. 197,202 (1977). 
The Cruel and Unusual Punishment Clause of the Eighth Amendment forbids criminal 
punishment that violates broadly and deeply held Anglo- American legal practices. See Ford v. 
Wainwright, 477 U.S. 399,406 (1986). 
The fact that the overwhelming number of jurisdictions allow for some sort of insanity 
defense shows that it is a deeply held legal practice. Delling argued that this consensus of 
opinion was probative of whether the Fourteenth and Eighth Amendments required the defense. 
Fisher also argues that the widespread recognition that the insane cannot be held 
criminally liable shows that the Due Process Clause and Eighth Amendment require an insanity 
defense. 
"Whatever the specific formulation of the insanity defense has been throughout history it 
has always been the case that the law has been loath to assign criminal responsibility to an actor 
who was unable, at the time he committed the crime, to know either what was being done or that 
it was wrong. U.S. v. Denny-Shaffer, 2 F.3d 999, 1012 (10th Cir. 1993). 
7. THE TRADITIONAL PURPOSES OF CRIMINAL SENTENCING ARE 
NOT SATISFIED BY FAILURE TO PROVIDE AN INSANITY 
DEFENSE. 
C(?urtS have frequently described the purposes for criminal sentencing which do not 
really fit those who are severely mentally ill. A sentence is reasonable to the extent it appears 
necessary at the time of sentencing, to accomplish the primary objective _of protecting society 
and to achieve any or all of the related goals of deterrence, rehabilitation or retribution. State v. 
Wolfe, 107 Idaho 676, 691 P.2d 1291 (Ct. App 1984). 
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T~e US Supreme court has recognized that the objectives of criminal punishment are 
retribution and deterrence. Kansas v. Hendricks, 521 U.S. 346 (1997). However, the concept of 
retribution is dependent on having assigned criminal culpability similar to the understanding 
required for science. Id. at 362. 
There is probably some differences in how one might define the concept of 
"understanding" that is the core of culpability for a crime. Merely an awareness of the physical 
character of one's act would fail to capture the central requirement of a rational understanding. 
Cf. Panetti v. Quarterman, 551 U.S. 930 (2007)(rational understanding to be executed); Dusky 
v. U.S., 362 U.S. 402 ("rational understanding standard for competence to stand trial"). 
Punishing those who do not know their acts are wrong serves no retributive purpose. The 
heart of retribution rationale is that the sentence be directly related to the personal culpability of 
the offender. Tison v. Arizona, 481 U.S. 137, 149 (1987). "Gross delusions stemming from a 
severe mental disorder sever the link between a crime and its punishment Panetti v. Quarterman, 
551 U.S. 930, 960 (2007). 
It does not deter the mentally ill as the very fact of mental illness often precludes the 
ability to be influenced by the possibility of punishment. Additionally, if a prisoner's mental 
state is so distorted that his awareness of the crime is such that he does not understand his actions 
were wrong, he will not be deterred by the law's proscriptions. 
Protection of society is another purpose of criminal sentencing this can be accomplished 
by a civil commitment. (As was provided under previous law). 
Rehabilitation of the offender can also be achieved in a commitment situation. 
8. MENS REA ARGUMENT. 
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The Idaho Supreme Court has stated the Due Process Clause and the Eighth Amendment 
do not require the insanity defense for two reasons. 
First it has ruled that the "Mens Rea Model" provides sufficient alternative channels for 
considering evidence of insanity in criminal trials. Second, that the U.S. Supreme Court has 
never explicitly ruled that an insanity defense is required. State v. Searcy, 118 Idaho 632, 798 
P.2d 914 (1990). 
Fisher argues that these rulings are flawed. 
The Mens Rea model allows consideration of a Defendant's mental state at three stages: 
a. When assessing whether the defendant is competent to stand trial; 
b. When determining whether the specific Mens Rea element of the criminal 
statue is satisfied; 
c. At sentencing. 
A. Precluding _trial of an incompetent defendant is not the same as an insanity 
defense. A defendant is competent to stand trial if he "has sufficient present ability to consult 
with his lawyer with a reasonable degree of rational understanding" and "has a rational as well as 
factual understanding of the proceedings against him." Dusky v. United States, 362 U.S. 402 
(1960). Because a person legally insane at the time of offense can be medically treated to satisfy 
the Dusky standard at the time of trial it does not protect against insane people being convicted 
of crimes. 
Allowing defendants to introduce evidence of mental illness to attempt to negate the 
statutory elements of crimes also fails to protect insane defendants from criminal punishment 
.The United State Supreme Court has noted that criminal responsibility and Mens Rea are 
distinct concepts. "Criminal responsibility involves an inquiry into whether the defendant knew 
right from wrong, not whether he had the Mens Rea elements of the offense. While there may be 
an overlap between the two issues, the existence or non-existence of legal insanity bears no 
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relationship to the existence or non-existence of the required mental elements of the crime. Clark 
v. Arizona, 548 U.S. 735, 796 (Kennedy, J., dissenting) (quoting Mullaney v. Wilbur, 421 U.S. 
684, 706 (1975). (Rehnquist, J., concurring). Thus a person who is unable to appreciate the 
wrongfulness of his conduct can still deliberately kill a person. See e.g. State v. Card, 825 P.2d 
1081 (Idaho 1991) (acknowledging that Idaho allows conviction of persons who may be insane if 
they have.the requisite Mens Rea DESPITE their insanity). (emphasis added) 
B. In the Delling case the defendant satisfied the Mens Rea requirement, since he 
intended to kill the people he shot. It was immaterial to that finding that his psychotic delusions 
precluded him from appreciating the wrongfulness of his conduct. 
C. Idaho Code § 19- 2523 provides that the mental condition of a criminal defendant 
shall be considered in determining the proper sentence. The statute enumerates many factors 
such as: 
1. Extent to which the defendant is mentally ill; 
2. Degree of illness 
3. Prognosis for improvement or rehabilitation; 
4. Availability of treatment; 
5. Risk factors; 
6. The capacity of the defendant to appreciate the wrongfulness of his conduct or to 
conform his conduct to the requirements of the law at the time the offense charged. 
Fisher argues that the sentencing phase is too late to take into account his mental illness under 
the Eighth Amendment Cruel and Unusual Punishment Clause. In the absence of an insanity 
defense the mentally ill not only are placed in prisons instead of mental hospitals, they are often 
subject to even harsher penalties that their sane counterparts. Again Delling is an example of this 
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irony. There the trial court expressly found that Delling was suffering delusions such that he 
could not appreciate the wrongfulness of his conduct. However, instead of considering this as 
mitigation the court characterized hi~ mental illness as an aggravating factor in that he might 
never be able to understand right from wrong in the future and thus remains dangerous. 
9. THE IDAHO CONSTITUTION CAN PROVIDE GREATER 
PROTECTION TO FISHER THAN THE UNITED STATES 
CONSTITUTION DOES. 
The Idaho Supreme Court has held that it "is free to interpret our state constitution as 
more protective of the rights of Idaho citizens than the United States Supreme Court's 
interpretation of the federal constitution." State v. Guzman, 122 Idaho 981, 842 P.2d 660 (1992); . 
\ 
State v. Thompson, 114 Idaho 746, 760 P.2d 1162 (1988). In this case, that greater protection 
should be applied to Fisher. 
CONCLUSION 
The Defendant prays that this Court find Idaho Code §18-207 and the Repeal of Idaho 
Code §§18-208, 18-209 unconstitutional. 
DATED, this / =l~ay of May 2015. 
for Defendant 
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Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
MAY 29 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MAURA OLSON 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN: NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
STATE'S MOTION FOR 
ACCESS TO DEFENDANT BY 
MENTAL HEAL TH EXPERTS 
AND MOTION FOR 
SCHEDULING ORDER 
COME NOW, John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for Ada 
County, State ofldaho, move this Court for an order granting access to the Defendant by tl,ie State's 
mental health experts, and also move for a scheduling order, all pursuant to the provisions of LC. § 
18-207. On February 20, 2015, counsel for the Defendant filed a Notice of Intent to Produce 
Evidence Pursuant to LC. § 18-207, indicating an intent ''to produce evidence at trial on the issue of 
the state of mind of the Defendant at the time of the allegations against him" as provided by LC. § 
18-207(4)(a). 
STATE'S MOTION FOR ACCESS TO DEFENDANT BY MENTAL HEALTH EXPERTS AND MOTION FOR SCHEDULING 
ORDER (FISHER), Page 1 
000246
As the Court is aware, LC.§ 18-207(4)(b) and (c) provide as follows: 
(b) A party who expects to call an expert witness to testify on an issue of mental 
condition must, on a schedule to be set by the court, furnish to the opposing party a 
written synopsis of the findings of such expert, or a copy of a written report. The 
court may authorize the taking of depositions to inquire further into the substance of 
such reports or synopses. 
( c) Raising an issue of mental condition in a criminal proceeding shall constitute a 
waiver of any privilege that might otherwise be interposed to bar the production of 
evidence on the subject and, upon request, the court shall order that the state's 
experts shall have access to the defendant in such cases for the purpose of having its 
own experts conduct an examination in preparation for any legal proceeding at 
which the defendant's mental condition may be in issue. 
Since the Defendant has given the State notice of his intention to produce at trial evidence of his 
mental condition, the State therefore moves the Court for its order granting access to the Defendant 
by the State's mental health expert or experts as provided and authorized by LC. § 18-207(c). 
Additionally, the State moves the Court for a scheduling order to govern the furnishing of the 
written findings or report by the Defendant's experts, as well as the mutual pre-trial exchange of 
other reports and information relevant to the issue of the Defendant's mental condition, as deemed 
appropriate by the Court. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this zq~ay of May, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
B . John S. Dinger or Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CER;IFY that on this a q day of May, 2015, I caused to be served, a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing STATE'S MOTION FOR ACCESS TO DEFENDANT BY 
MENTA:L HEALTH EXPERTS AND MOTION FOR SCHEDULING ORDER upon the 
individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
ERIC ROLFSEN and/or AUGUST CAHILL, Ada County Public Defender's Office, 200 W. Front 
St., Rm. 1107, Boise ID 83 702 
X By hand delivery. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attomey(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
Leg~~ 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
:~·----Fl-'~ J~ 
MAY 2S 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MAURA OLSON 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE CO:t)NTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
'Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
STATE'S RESPONSE TO 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO 
DECLARE I.C. § 18-207 AND 
REPEAL OF I.C. § 18-208, 209 
UNCONSTITUTIONAL 
COME NOW, John S. Dinger and Kai E. Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for Ada 
County, State ofldaho, and make the State's response to the Defendant's motions described above. 
The State will respond to the Defendant's arguments in the order presented in his memorandum in 
support of the motion. Based upon the following, the State requests that the Court deny the 
Defendant's motion. 
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ARGUMENT. 
Equal Protection 
The Defendant argues that the abolishment of the insanity defense is an equal protection 
violation. The Defendant cites no cases to support that claim, but argues that lack of an insanity 
defense will somehow discriminate between mentally ill defendants "based upon the content of their 
delusions." This argument fails. Simply because Idaho does not recognize an insanity defense does 
not mean that mentally ill defendants are deprived of any constitutional right. Similarly situated 
mentally ill defendants are not treated differently in what is required for the State to prove a criminal 
offense, nor are they treated differently than mentally more healthy defendants. The elements of the 
crime remain the same, regardless of the mental health of the defendant. In all criminal cases, the 
' State has the burden of proof beyond a reasonable doubt, and the State must prove beyond a 
reasonable doubt that a defendant acted with the required mental state, regardless of the content of 
the defendant's delusions. 
There is nothing about the abolishment of the insanity defense that treats the Defendant, :Mr. 
Fisher, differently than every other defendant charged with the same crimes, or otherwise denies 
him the equal protection of the law. 
Due Process 
The Defendant next argues that the abolishment of the insanity defense violates his right to 
due process of law. This argument has been made before and has been rejected by the Idaho 
Supreme Court. See State v. Searcy, 118 Idaho 632 (1990). The Searcy Court stated the following: 
First Searcy argues that LC. § 18-207 unconstitutionally denies him due process of 
law because it prevented him from pleading insanity as a defense. Neither the 
federal nor the state Constitutions contains any language setting forth any such right. 
Searcy argues, nevertheless, that the disallowance of the insanity defense deprived 
him of one of the "fundamental principles of liberty and justice which lie at the base 
of our civil and political institutions," Herbert v. Louisiana, 272 U.S. 312, 316, 47 
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S.Ct. 103, 104, 71 L.Ed. 270 (1926), and thus denied him due process of law. 
Searcy argues the insanity defense is so deeply rooted in our legal traditions as to be 
considered fundamental and thus embedded in due process. 
Searcy, 118 Idaho at 634. 
The Court then discussed the history of the insanity defense and the M'Naghten rule. The 
Court also discussed variations of the M'Naghten rule including the Model Penal Code. The Court 
cited Leland v. Oregon, 343 U.S. 790 (1952), where the Supreme Court of the United States 
"rejected. an argument that due process required the use of any particular insanity test and upheld an 
Oregon s.tatute which placed on the criminal defendant the burden of proving his insanity defense, 
and then by proof beyond a reasonable doubt. Searcy, 118 Idaho at 636. 
The Searcy Court then quoted United States Supreme Court in Powell v. Texas, 392 U.S. 
514 (1968) as follows: 
[T]his court has never articulated a general constitutional doctrine of mens rea. We 
cannot cast aside the centuries-long evolution of the collection of interlocking and 
overlapping concepts which the common law has utilized to assess the moral 
accountability of an individual for his antisocial deeds. The doctrines of actus reus, 
mens rea, insanity, mistake, justification, and duress have historically provided the 
tools for a constantly shifting adjustment of the tension between the evolving aims 
of the criminal law and changing religious, moral, philosophical, and medical views 
of the nature of man. This process of adjustment has always been thought to be the 
province of the States. 
Searcy, 118 Idaho at 636 (italics in Searcy opinion).1 
The Searcy Court pointed out that Idaho's statutory scheme continues to require the 
prosecution to prove the requisite state of mind beyond a reasonable doubt as with all other essential 
elements of the crime. Id. n.5. The Court then rejected the due process argument: 
[I]t is difficult to understand how there could be an insanity defense guaranteed by 
the United States Constitution which, nevertheless, has no constitutional definition 
1 The Searcy opinion further quotes Justice Marshall's Powell opinion wherein he stated that "nothing could be less 
fruitful than for this Court to be impelled into defining some sort of insanity test in constitutional tenns." Searcy, 
118 Idaho at 636 (citing Powell, 392 U.S. at 536). 
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and is subject to differing definitions by the various states, Powell V. Texas, supra, 
and may be subject to differing burdens of proof by the states. Leland v. Oregon, 
supra. Accordingly, we conclude, based upon the foregoing authorities, that due 
process as expressed in the Constitutions of the United States and of Idaho does not 
constitutionally mandate an insanity defense and that LC. § 18-207 does not deprive 
the defendant Searcy of his due process rights under the state or federal Constitution. 
Id. at 637. 
The Supreme Court of Idaho cites Searcy with approval in State v. Card, 121 Idaho 425 
(1991) and in State v. Odiaga, 125 Idaho 384 (1994). More recently, the Supreme Court of the 
United States showed that it intends to continue to refrain from dictating an insanity defense rule to 
the states. In Clark v. Arizona, 548 U.S. 735 (2006), the Court held that Arizona's narrowing of its 
insanity test did not violate due process, and that exclusion of evidence of mental illness and 
incapacity due to mental illness on the issue of mens rea did not violate due process. The Court held 
that there was no violation of due process and there was "no cause to claim that channeling evidence 
on mental disease and capacity offends any 'principle of justice so rooted in the traditions and 
conscience of our people as to be ranked as fundamental."' Id. at 779 ( citations omitted). 
E_ven more recently, the Supreme Court of Idaho considered a due process argument 
identical to the one made by the Defendant in this case. State v. Delling, 152 Idaho 122 (2011). In 
Delling, the Defendant appealed from the judgments of conviction based on his conditional guilty 
pleas to two counts of second-degree murder. Delling requested the Supreme Court to reconsider 
and overrule its decision in Searcy and declare unconstitutional Idaho's abolition of the insanity 
defense. Delling, 152 Idaho at 124. The Court declined to do so. After reviewing the relevant case 
law, the Court stated and held: 
Idaho case law has found no abridgment of due process by LC.§ 18-207, due in part 
to the surrounding statutory framework. For example, under LC. § 18-201(2), a 
person who has committed a criminal act without being conscious of it is legally 
incapable of committing a crime. In this context, the opinions referenced by Delling 
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do not appear to question the wisdom of the statutes or the interpreting opinions. 
Additionally, as expounded upon below, evidence of mental illness is expressly 
allowed and can rebut the element of intent. As such, we hold that Delling' s right to 
due process is not infringed by the abolition of the insanity defense. 
Id. at 128. The Defendant thus finds no support for his due process argument in the controlling 
Idaho case law or in the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States. It is well-established 
that Idaho's abolishment of the insanity defense and its statutory scheme under J.C.§ 18-207 do not 
offend constitutional principles of due process. This Court should, therefore, reject the Defendant's 
due process argument. 
Eighth Amendment Argument 
Next, the Defendant argues that abolition of the insanity defense violates his right under the 
Eighth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States to be free from cruel and unusual 
punishment. This argument lacks a factual and legal basis. There is no evidence before this Court 
that the Defendant is "insane" under any state's definition of insanity. While there is evidence that 
the Defendant has a mental illness, there is no evidence indicating to what degree that mental illness 
affected his cognitive ability at the time of the crime. Idaho Code § 18-207 does not restrict the 
Defendant's ability to put evidence before the jury concerning mental condition. It will then be up 
to the jury to determine what effect, if any, his mental illness had upon his ability to form the 
requisite intent. 
The Defendant's Eighth Amendment argument is, at bottom, an argument relevant to 
sentencing. Section 18-207 addresses the presentation of mental condition at trial and does not 
relate to the sentencing phase of a criminal proceeding. Idaho law provides for consideration of 
mental condition or mental illness at sentencing. See J.C. § 19-2522, 19-2523 and 19-2524. Thus, 
' 
any sentence eventually imposed upon the Defendant would take into account his mental condition 
or illness: Section 18-207, therefore, does not violate the Eighth Amendment. 
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The Defendant cites to Atkins v. Virginia, 536 U.S. 304 (2002), to support his argument, 
specifically that the number of states and governments that recognize an insanity defense is 
evidence of a national and international consensus that it is unconstitutional to imprison or punish 
the mentally ill. While the Atkins Court ultimately held that it was a violation of the Eighth 
Amendment to execute2 a mentally retarded individual, the Atkins opinion opened with this 
statement: "Those mentally retarded persons who meet the law's requirements for criminal 
responsibility should be tried and punished when they commit crimes." Id. at 306. This statement 
clearly recognizes, first, that mental illness or retardation does not by itself raise a constitutional 
barrier to the prosecution and punishment of the mentally ill and, second, that the law must 
provide-as Idaho's law does-a way to identify those persons who do not meet the law's 
requirements for criminal responsibility. The Atkins Court showed its hands-off approach to the 
insanity defense issue as follows: 
Not all people who claim to be mentally retarded will be so impaired as to fall within 
the range of mentally retarded offenders about whom there is a national consensus. 
As was our approach in Ford v. Wainwright, with regard to insanity, "we leave to 
the States the task of developing appropriate ways to enforce the constitutional 
restriction upon its execution of sentences." 
' 
Atkins, 536 U.S. at 316 (citations omitted). 
The Supreme Court of Idaho in Delling relied upon its decision in State v. Card, 121 Idaho 
425 (1991), to demonstrate how Idaho's statutory scheme protects against constitutional violations 
relating to the prosecution and punishment of the mentally ill: 
Under Idaho law, an individual must be found competent to stand trial. LC. § 18-
210. In addition, those individuals who are incapable of forming the necessary 
~tent needed for the crime are protected by the mens rea requirements ofl.C. §§ 18-
2 Atkins dealt only with the death penalty as applied to mentally retarded individuals. It did not pass any judgment 
upon the general punishment of mentally ill but criminally culpable defendants. Mr. Fisher's case, of course, is not 
one that potentially involves the death penalty, so the Atkins opinion is largely inapplicable to the case at bar. 
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114, 18-115 and 18-207. Finally, those 'profoundly or severely retarded' individuals 
who . do not fall under the first two protections and are convicted and who are 
'wholly lacking in capacity to appreciate the wrongfulness of their actions' are 
protected by the sentencing provisions of I.C. § 19-2523. Idaho Code § 19-2523 
specifically requires the sentencing court to consider '[t]he capacity of the defendant 
to appreciate the wrongfulness of his conduct or to conform his conduct to the 
requirements of the law at the time of the offense charged.' 
State v. Delling, 152 Idaho 122, 130-31 (2011) (quoting Card, 121 Idaho at 429). The Delling 
Court then went on specifically to h(?ld that "[g]iven the statutory framework, we find that Idaho's 
abolition of the insanity defense does not violate Delling' s Eighth Amendment protection from 
cruel and unusual punishment." 
The Defendant's Eighth Amendment claim does not find support in the decisions of the 
Supreme Court of the United States or the Supreme Court of Idaho. This Court, therefore, should 
also reject the Defendant's argument. 
Sixth Amendment Right to Present a Defense 
The Defendant claims that without the insanity defense he is deprived of his Sixth 
Amendment right to present a defense. As explained in the opinion in State v. Searcy, 118 Idaho 
632 (1990) discussed above, there is no constitutional right to an insanity defense, and Idaho Code § 
18-207 does not restrict the evidence the Defendant can put before the jury regarding any state of 
mind which is an element of any of the charged offenses. 
The Delling Court addressed and rejected the same Sixth Amendment claim the Defendant 
makes here: 
Applied here, nothing in the statute prevents a witness from testifying about 
Delling's ability to form the requisite intent required to commit murder. In the 
absence of an insanity defense, Delling is still able to present a defense; it just takes 
a different form. If the state cannot prove criminal intent beyond a reasonable doubt, 
a defendant, sane or not, will be found not guilty. 
The existing Idaho precedent holds that an independent defense of insanity is not 
required, and that evidence of mental illness can still be used to rebut the intent 
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element of a crime. Delling's argument does not warrant the reversal of this Court's 
previous rulings. Therefore we find that LC. § 18-207 does not violate Delling's 
Sixth Amendment right to present a defense. 
Delling, 152 Idaho at 130. Therefore, the abolition of the insanity defense does not prevent the 
Defendant, Mr. Fisher, from exercising his constitutional right to present a defense to the charges 
against him. 
Right to Remain Silent and Right to Counsel 
The Defendant next argues that LC. § 18-207 violates his constitutional right to remain 
silent and right to counsel. This argument also fails, as it previously has been rejected by the 
Supreme Court ofldaho. See State v. Payne, 146 Idaho 548 (2008). 
In Payne, the defendant, charged with multiple crimes including first-degree murder, filed a 
notice to rely on mental health evidence. The State's mental health experts were granted access to 
and examined Payne. The Court held that "[a] state can constitutionally condition a defendant's 
decision to present psychological evidence during the guilt phase of his trial on his waiving 
constitutional rights." Id. at 571 (citing Buchanan v. Kentucky, 483 U.S. 402, 422-23 (1987)). 
Later, the Court stated that "when a defendant announces an intent to assert a mental health defense, 
a court ordered mental examination does not violate the right against self-incrimination. Id. at 577 
(citing State v. Santistevan, 143 Idaho 527, 529 (Ct. App. 2006)). 
Previously, in Santistevan the Court of Appeals considered and rejected the arguments that a 
court-ordered mental examination conducted by the state's expert pursuant to LC. § 18-207 violated 
the defendant's constitutional right against self-incrimination and also violated the psychotherap~st-
patient privilege pursuant to I.RE. 503. The court stated: 
We therefore adhere to the common sense rule, adopted by virtually every other 
jurisdiction in this country, that as a general proposition, if a defendant has indicated 
an intent to introduce psychiatric evidence in his defense, a compelled mental 
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examination of the defendant by a state's expert does not violate the Fifth 
Amendment privilege against self-incrimination. 
Santistevan, 143 Idaho at 531. In considering the defendant's claim that the court-ordered 
examination violated a privilege under I.R.E. 503, the court likewise could "discern no merit" in 
that argument. Id. 
Regarding the Defendant's claim that I.C. § 18-207 somehow violates his constitutional 
right to counsel, he presents no argument or authority in support of this claim, and the State is aware 
of no such authority. 
The Delling Decision 
The Defendant criticizes the Supreme Court of Idaho's decision in Delling. As set forth 
above, prior decisions of the United States and Idaho Supreme Courts-including Delling-do not 
provide support for the Defendant's overarching claim that the abolition of the insanity defense and 
LC. § 18-207 are unconstitutional. The State's arguments presented above demonstrate that the law 
is against the Defendant's asserted position, and this Court, of course, is bound by the prior 
controlling decisions of those higher courts. 
The Purposes of Sentencing 
The Defendant discusses the purposes of sentencing-protection of society, deterrence, 
rehabilitation or retribution-and asserts that these objectives do not fit those who are severely 
mentally ill. He posits that there is no proper retributive purpose in punishing those who, due to 
mental illness, do not know their acts are wrong; that severe mental illness may preclude the ability 
to be deterred by the prospect of punishment; and that protection of society and rehabilitation can be 
accomplished through a civil commitment rather than criminal punishment. Certainly the merit of 
these assertions is highly-if not entirely-dependent upon the unique circumstances of the 
mentally· ill defendant. But regardless of their validity, these are not arguments that call into 
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question the constitutionality ofI.C. § 18-207. The possibility that traditional sentencing objectives 
may be more or less attainable depending upon the degree to which a defendant is mentally ill does 
not lead to a conclusion that section 18-207 is constitutionally infirm. 
Indeed, section 18-207 does not so much relate to sentencing as it does to the pre-trial and 
trial phases of a criminal proceeding. As discussed above, LC. §§ 19-2522, 19-2523 and 19-2524 
explicitly provide for consideration of mental condition or mental illness at sentencing, certainly to 
ensure that courts are, to the extent possible, able to fashion sentences that are appropriate and 
tailored to achieve the objectives of sentencing. Thus, nothing about LC. § 18-207 or the lack of an 
insanity defense undermines the traditional objectives of sentencing. 
Mens Rea Argument 
The Defendant next criticizes the "mens rea model" for considering evidence of "insanity" 
in criminal trials, claiming that prior decisions upholding the Idaho statutory scheme are flawed. 
The Defendant sets forth why he believes those decisions are flawed and why the Idaho scheme 
insufficiently protects mentally ill defendants. As noted above-and as the Defendant appears to 
concede-prior controlling decisions are decidedly against his position, and this Court is riot at 
liberty to disregard those controlling decisions. 
The Supreme Court of Idaho in its Delling decision pointed out that Delling-who in large 
part made the same arguments presented now by the Defendant-"ha[ d] not provided any argument 
I 
that shows the precedential cases to be wrongly decided, unwise, or unjust." State v. Delling, 152 
Idaho 122, 131 (2011). The Court, relying upon the doctrine of stare decisis, reiterated that "[t]his 
Court's previous rulings on LC. § 18-207 have highlighted the importance of this doctrine. "Having 
previously decided this question, and being presented with no new basis upon which to consider the 
issue, we are guided by the principle of stare decisis to adhere to the law as expressed in our earlier 
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opinions."" Id. (quoting State v. Odiaga, 125 Idaho 384, 388 (1994)). As in Delling, the Defendant 
has not provided any argument or authority that shows the precedential cases to be wrongly decided, 
unwise, or unjust. Therefore, the Court should deny the Defendant's motion. 
Idaho Constitutional Protection 
Finally, the Defendant claims that the Idaho Constitution can provide him greater protection 
than the Constitution of the United States does. While that may be true in some respects, in this 
context the Supreme Court of Idaho has upheld the abolition of the insanity defense and the 
constitutionality of J.C. § 18-207. Thus, the Defendant's prayer for greater protection under the 
Idaho Constitution is of no avail. 
CONCLUSION 
The precedential decisions of the United States and Idaho Supreme Courts, as well as the 
Court of Appeals ofldaho, are against the Defendant on all of his claims. For all of the foregoing 
reasons the State urges this Court to deny the Defendant's motion. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 2-tJ ~ay of May, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
t=-~ 
By: John S. Dinger or Kai E. Wittwer 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTI~ that on this~ day of May, 2015, I caused to be served, a true 
and corr~ct copy of the foregoing STATE'S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO 
DECLARE LC.§ 18-207 AND REPEAL OF LC.§ 18-208, 209 UNCONSTITUTIONAL upon 
the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
ERIC ROLFSEN and/or AUGUST CAHILL, Ada County Public Defender's Office, 200 W. Front 
St., Rm. 1107, Boise ID 83702 
K By hand delivery. 
CJ By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
CJ By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
CJ By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
CJ By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC l>J£FENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
NO. 
A.M. l D ·-:ff FIL~----
JUN O 8 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MEG KEENAN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
0~' . 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
I STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
TO: THE STATE OF IDAHO, Plaintiff, and to JOHNS DINGER: 
YOU, AND EACH OF YOU, are hereby notified that the defendant will call for a 
hearing on MOTION TO DELCARE LC. § 18-207 AND REPEAL OF LC. § 18-208, 209 
UNCONSTITUTIONAL, now on file in the above-entitled matter, on Wednesday, June 17, 
2015, at the hour of 10:00 AM , in the courtroom of the above-entitled court, or as soon 
thereafter as counsel may be heard. 
DATED, Monday, June 08, 2015. 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on Monday, June 08, 2015, I mailed a true and correct copy 
of the within instrument to: 
JOHNS DINGER 
Counsel for the State of Idaho 
by placing said same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
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scan/ STOKES/ CROMWELL JUNE 17 2015 Courtroom501 
Time Speaker Note 
9:36:03 AM j )ST v SHAWN FISHER CRFE13-0002326 MOTION 
, !HEARING GUST 
10:01 :40 AM !Judge tcalls case for hearing 
!Scott I 
10:01 :49 AM f [Present: Cahill/Marx/Rolfsen - def. II Dinger/Wittwer - state 
~ i 
10:02:42 AM f wittwer [Not planning to take up motion today but at later time. 
------~----, : 
10:03:22 AM fcahill !Argues motion. Insanity defense. 18-207 
10:25:48 AM1Judge i1nquires. 
!Scott ! 
10:26:50 AM !Cahill [Responds. 
10:27:25 AM twittwer iReplies 
10:33:54 AM iJudge !Rules: Denies motion. Am bound by decisions of supreme 
)Scott /court. Am not free to disregard and am bound to follow it. 
! ! Def. 's motion to declare insanity defense unconstititional is 
! jdenied. Goes thru 9 points. 
10:48:31 AM !Judge [Discussion of change of trial setting to one day. IE start 
!Scott !9122/15, Oct 5 - Valley County. 
10:50: 13 AM 1 Rolfsen !we have been in discussion w/ the state that the intent is to ! jplead guilty via R11. I have had extensive discussion w/ my 
l \client and in the event of this motion failing, we would be 
! !offering a guilty plea 
10:51:27 AM{Judge [Responds. 
!Scott 1 
10:51 :42 AM iRolfsen I Requests 2 weeks out. This is to preserve for appeal. 
··~·~;~~;::.:~.j ..................................... 1~~~:~·!;~am ......................................................................................................................................................  
10:53:54 AM i i 
10:53:54 AM j f 
................................................ = ...................................... ~ ..................................................................................................................... • ..................................................................................... . 
10:53:54 AM 1 1 
10:53:54 AM i ! 
: : 
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SCOTT I STOKES/ CROl\nvvELL JULY 1 2015 Courtroom502 
Time Speaker Note 
10:14:53 AM ( (CRFE13-02326 ST v SHAWN FISHER 
10: 15: 11 AM i icounsel: Dinger/Wittwer II Cahill/Marx 
10:15:24 AM !cahill istate will file Amended Info.· ·will .. stip to probable cause .... "oef to 
. ! !plead to 2nd Deg. Murder; state to dismiss balance Agg term of life 
l lwith first 25 determinate. Def free to argue for less. Other standard 
l !terms. Will reserve appealing court's denial of motion to declare ! !repeal heard a few weeks ago. 
~ ! 
10:16:41 AM iDinger isubmits Amended Info to be filed. Other term - anything relating to 
! !Ray Ellis will be dismissed but reserves right to remain a victim 
. ! !subject to VIS and restitution 
10:17:58 AM jJudge Scott jMotion to Suppress and Motion to Dismiss 
................................................ 1 ......................................... 1 ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................  
10:18:14 AM !Cahill !Will withdraw those motions. Given the totality, we are prepared to 
1 \do so. We have discussed this with 
1 O: 19: 12 AM l Fisher l Denies having discussed the motions with counsel. 
10:19:40 AM jJudge Scott jlnquires of defendant. 
: : 
................................................ 1 ......................................... 1 ...................................................................... · ........................................................................................................................................................  
10:19:55 AM !Fisher ll don't remember having those discussions. We can proceed. No 
1 1 need to have those discussions now. 
10:21 :19 AM f Fisher fsworn. 
10:21 :24 AM iJudge Scott iDefendant is sworn and examined regarding the plea 
: : 
10:21 :34 AM iFisher f Responds. 
10:24:05 AM j jAm on prescriptions for mental condition. I have been on them for 
I I about a year now. I understand what is going on in court today. 
10:28: 16 AM t Fisher tAllocutes. Willful. Was done with malice. I did not intend to shoot 
1 )him but not kill him. I do understand and understood at that time 
! !that by pulling trigger and aiming 
10:31:10 AM jcahill jAm satisfied of the court's colloquy. 
10:31 :23 AM !Wittwer !We are satisfied. Would like to make a statement regarding malice 
l !of forthought 18-4002 expressed and implied malice. With the 
l j"implied malice" made clear, we are satisfied . 
................................................ 1.. ....................................... 1.. .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 
10:33:13 AM !Fisher !Pleads guilty. 
10:33:18 AM jJudge Scott jAccepts the defendant's plea of guilty and will have the Clerk enter 
! lit. Will order PSI. In this case we will not order mental eval or ! !substance abuse eval. Will schedule sentencing for a full day 
i i 
i I 
10:36:26 AM!Cahill fDiscuss how to use info in 18-211. The record would be cleaner to 
! !not have it part of PSI 
............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 
10:37:11 AM !Dinger INo objection 
10:37:57 AM f Judge Scott lsuggests that counsel get together go thru documents to be 
I !reviewed/considered by Court all into one packet. 
10:38:09 AM f Judge Scott }Would also like transcript of competency hearing 
i : 
: I 
: : 
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SCOTT I STOKES/ CROMWELL JULY 1 2015 Courtroom502 
10:39:41 AM i jSentencing 9/30/15@9am 
10: 39:55 AM i i End of Case 
10:39:55 AM i i 
10:39:55 AM i i 
10:39:55 AM i i 
10:39:55 AM j j 
: ! 
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NO. __ tt::::::-i=iii:i'i----ll / FILED AM. __ -i-; __ .__-tP.M ___ _ 
JUL O 1 2015 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRIC<!'~~Ht:H o RICH Clerk 
FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA IN .AJ\!1} FOR THE STATE OF IDA.HO By SABRINA STOKES' 
DEPUTY 
GUILTY PLEA ADVISORY .Al\1D FORM (JUDGE JASON SCOTT) 
TO BE FILLED OUT BY THE DEFENDANT 
Defendant's Name: _-S_~_W'_Vl~{\J_,~f-~~>D_kYiS~ ignature / r ~ 
Date: 0"::vtll\ e., '1. S "2-0 \ S 0- l 
Age: °3?f-
Nature of Charge(s): 
:2~ c\eijt.tlL rv..r-A..# 
Case Number: GP...-ff-"'2J;2\ 3- ()Cf) 23 2b 
Date of Birth: 
Jv.tinimum & Maximum Possible Penalty: 
\O "TO r,f€_ 
STATE:MENT OF RIGHTS & ExPLANATION OF \V AIVERS BY PLEA OF Gurr.,TY 
(PLEASE INITIAL EACH RESPONSE) 
1. You have the right to remain silent. You do not have to say anything about the 
crime(s) you are accused of committing. If you choose to have a trial, the State cannot 
require you to testify. If you do decide to testify, however, the Staie will be permitted. 
to ask you questions on cross examination and anything you say can be used as 
evidence against you in court. 
I understand that by pleading guilty I am waiving my right to remain silent before and 
during trial. 6':E: 
2. 'The waiver of your right to remain silent only applies to your plea cif guilty to the 
crime(s) in this case. Even after pleading guilty, you will still have the right to ·refuse 
to answer any question or to provide any information that might tend to show you 
·committed some other crime(s). You can also refuse to answer or provide any 
information that might tend to increase the punishment for the crime(s) to which you 
are pleading guilty. 
I understand that by pleading guilty to the crime(s) in this case, I still have the right to 
remain silent with respect to any other crime( s) and with respect to answering 
questions or providing information that may increase my sentence. BP 
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3. You have the right to be represented by an attorney. If you want an attorney and 
cannot pay for one) you can ask the judge for an attorney who ~ be paid by the 
~ounty. Sf- . 
4. You are presumed to be innocent. You would be found guilty if: 1) you plead guilty 
in front of the judge) or 2) you are found guilty at a jury trial. 
I understand that by pleading guilty I am waiving my right to be presumed innocent. 
Sf-:. 
5. You have the right to a speedy and ·public jury trial. A jury trial is a court hearing to 
determine whether you are guilty or not guilty of the charge(s) brought against you. 
In a jury trial) you have the right to present evidence in your defense and to testify in 
your own defense. The state must convince each and every one of the jurors of your 
guilt beyond a reasonable doubt 
I understand that by pleading guilty I am waiving my right to a speedy and public jury 
trial. SF . 
6. You have the right to confront the ·witnesses called against you. This occurs during a. 
jury trial where the state must prove its case by calling witnesses to testify under oath 
in front of yo~ the jury) and your attorney. Your attorney could then cross-examine 
( question) each witness. You could also call your own witnesses of your choosing to 
testify concerning your guilt or innocence. If you do not have the funds to bring those 
·witnesses to co~ the state will pay the cost of bringing your witnesses to court. 
I understand that by pleading guilty) I am waiving my right to confront the witnesses 
against me) to present ·witnesses on my own behalf and to present evidence in my 
defense. () £--- . 
[J. The State has the burden of proving you guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. 
I understand that by pleading guilty) I am waiving my right to require the State to 
prove my guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. ..:3 ~ . · . 
QUESTIONS REGARDING PLEA 
(Please answer every question. If you do not understand a question consult your 
attorney before ans~'ering.) 
1. Do you read and write the English language? 
If no~ have you been provided with an interpreter to 
help you fill out this form? 
PLEASE CHECK ONE 
YESl6,.. NOo 
YESo NOo 
f\s~~r 2. "What is your true and Iegal name? 6 ~~W"" 'tJ'\-\'\,iAlil 
-----~--------
3. "What was the highest grade you completed? 
Scott Guilty Plea Form 
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If you did not complete high school, have you received either a GED or HSE? 
YES p(. NOo 
4. Are you currently under the care of a mental health professional? YES?( NOo 
If you answered "yes," what is the mental health professional' s name? __ _ 
cf<{t I f S gtC)~() l ~ ::l S4-
5. Have you ever been diagnosed with a mental health disorder? YE~ NOo 
If you answered "yes," what was the diagnosis and when was it made? -
·Sc ~-\ "'"l.Q Cl-f{.e,,c.,,,--\-'1\j L- t) l ~ orc:\-<ut <t \r....c<J c r ~-Cf ~~i OV\ 
6. A.re you currently prescribed any medication? YES)f NOo 
If you answered "yes," what medications are your talcing at this time? 
\::\C\\ Ao\ t· \1:e.i~ «-'o 41\, 
If yo~ answered "yes," have you taken your prescription medication during the past 
24 hours? · YE~ NOo 
7. In the last 24 hours, have you taken any medications or drugs, INCLUDING over the 
· counter drugs, or drunk any alcoholic beverages? 
<:f YEStxf NOo 
If"yes," what have you taken? I ~J-~"i'-' 
------------------
Do you believe this affects your ability to understand these questions, and make a 
reasoned and informed decisions in this case? YESo · NO~ 
8. Is there any other reason that you would be unable to make a reasoned and informed 
decision in this case? YESo NO¢:.. 
If "yes," what is the reason? 
-------------------
9. Is your guilty plea the result of a plea agreement? 
Scott Guilty Plea Form 
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---·----· -------· 
10. There are two types of plea agreements. Please initial the OlVE paragraph b.elow 
which describes the type of plea you are entering. DO NOT INITIAL BOTH 
PARAGRAPHS: 
a. I understand that the Court is NOT bound by the plea agreement or 
any sentencing recommendations, and may impose any sentence 
authorized by law, including the maximum sentence stated above. 
Because the court is not bound by the agreement, if the district court 
chooses not to follow the agreement, I will not have the right to 
withdraw my guilty plea. ~ E:: . 
b. I understand that my plea agreement is a binding plea agreement. This 
means th.at if the district court does not impose the specific sentence as 
recommended by both parties, I -will be allowed to withdraw my plea 
of guilty pursuant to Rule 11 ( d)( 4) of the Idaho Cr:immal Rules and 
proceed to a jury trial. ___ _ 
11. As a term of your plea agreement, are you pleading guilty to more than on,e crime? 
YESo NO~ 
If you answered "yes," do you understand that your sentence for each crime could be 
ordered to be served either concurrently (at the same time) or consecutively (one after 
the other)? YESo NOo 
12. Do you feel you have had sufficient time to discuss your case with your attorney? 
YE~ NOo 
13. Have you told your attorney everything you know about the crime? )'."°E~ NOo 
14. Is there anything you have requested your attorney to do that your attorney has not 
done? · YESo NO)( 
If you answered ''yes," please explain.--------------
15. Your attorney can get various items from the prosecutor relating tQ your case. This 
may include police reports, ·witness statements, tape recordings, photographs, reports 
of scientific testing, etc. This is called discoyery. Have you reviewed the evidence 
provided to your attorney during discovery? YESA, NOo 
16. Are there any witnesses who could show you are innocent? YESo NO~ 
If you answered ''yes," have you told your attorney who those witnesses are? 
Scott Guilty Plea Form 
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17. Is this a conditional guilty plea in which you are reserving your right to appeal any 
pre-trial issues? YES)( NOo 
If you answered ''y_es," whatjssue are you reserving the right to appeal? 
l D\Gf:::: of= , "'<;q<.vl t!J c:.\-e.-:f-<!1"'.(G 
18. Do you understand that if you enter an unconditional guilty plea in this case you ·will 
not be able to challenge any rulings that came before the guilty plea including: 
1) any searches or seizures that occurred in your case, 
2) any issues concerning the method or manner of your arrest, and 
3) any issues about any statements you may have made to law enforcement? 
YES~ NOo 
19. Have you waived your right to. appeal your judgment of conviction and sentence. as 
part of your plea agreement? YESo NO)(i 
20. Have any other promises been made to you which have influenced your decision to 
plead guilty? YESo NO)d. 
If you answered "yes;' what are those promises? 
21. Do you understand that by pleading guilty you waive or give up any defenses, both 
factual and legal, that you believe you may have in this case? YES}4 NOo 
22. Are there any motions or other requests for relief that you believe should still be filed 
in this case? YESo NO~ 
If you answered ''yes," what motions or requests? ___________ _ 
23. Do you understand that when you plead guilty, you are admitting the truth of each 
and every ·allegation contained in-the charge(s) to which you plead guilty? 
YES)E. NOo 
24. A.re you currently on probation or parole? YESo NO)( 
If you answered ''yes'\ do you understand that a plea of guilty in this case could be 
the basis of a violation of that probation or parole and additional punishment? 
YESo NOo NA. 'f... 
Do you also understand that this sentence can be served consecutively to any 
other sentence you are currently serving? YESo NOo ~ ~ "'f. 
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25. A.5 a result of your plea in this case, have you been advised that you may be required 
pay restitution to any victim in this case pursuant to LC. §19-5304? 
YES)(_ NOo 
If "yes", to whom? __ \fl_,('..;._~_· M_~-------------
26. A.5 a result of your plea in this case, have you been advised that you may be required 
to pay restitution to any other party as a condition of your plea agreement? 
1_ J c ... ~SI}{ NOo 
If"yes",towhom? \II C.4,w/'A-5 Q:\ q1SS~1SS:e.4;. I C.ou.~i::s 
27. A.5 a result of your plea in this case, will you be required to pay the costs of 
prosecution and investigation? (I.C. § 37-2732(k)) YESo NO~ 
. 
28. A.5 a result of your plea in this case, do you understand you will be required to submit 
a DNA sample to the state and pay for any testing of that sample? (I.C. § 19-5506) 
YE~ NOo 
29. A.5 a result of your plea in this case, do you understand that the court can impose a 
-fine for a crime of violence ofup to $5,000, payable to the victim of the crime? (I.C. 
§ 19-5307) YES}( NOo 
30. A.5 a result of your plea in this case, is there a mandatory driver's license 
suspension? YESo NO,)i 
If''yes", for how long must your license be suspended? __ . 
31. As a result of your plea in this case, is there a mandatory domestic violence, 
substance abuse, or psychosexual evaluation? (I.C. §§ 18-918(7)(a),-8005(9),-8317) 
YESo NO~ 
32. Have you discussed with your attorney the fact the Court will order a pre-sentence 
investigation, psychosexual evaluation, anger evaluation and/or domestic violence 
evaluation and that anything you say during any of those examinations may be used 
against you in sentencing? YE~ NOo 
33. Has your attorney explained the fact that you have a constitutional right to remain 
silent during any of those examinations but that you may give up that right and 
voluntarily participate in those examinations? YE~ NOo · 
34. Do you understand that by pleading guilty to a felony, you run the risk that if you 
have new felony charges in the future, you could be charged as a Persistent Violator? 
(I.C. § 19-2514) YES~ NOo 
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' Do you understand th.at if you are convicted as a Persistent Violator, the court in th.at 
new case could sentence you to an enhanced sentence which could include life 
imorisonment? YE~ NOo 
35. AB a result of your plea in this case, will you be required to register as a sex offender? 
(I.C. § 18-8304) YESo N~ 
If you answered ''yes" to this question, do you understand th.at if you are found guilty 
or plead guilty to another charge th.at requires you to register as a sex offender in the 
future, you could be charged in the new crime under LC. § 19-2520G requiring a 
mandatory sentence of fifteen (15) years to run consecutive to any other sentence 
imposed by the court? YESo NOo \JV\~ 
36. Do you understand th.at if you plead guilty to a felony, you will lose your right to vote 
in Idaho during the period of your sentence? (In. CONST. art. 6, § 3) 
YESp- NOo 
3 7. Do you understand th.at if you plead guilty to a felony, you will lose your right to hold 
public office in Idaho during the period of your sentence? (ID. CONST. art. 6, § 3) 
. YESip- NOo 
38. Do you understand th.at if you plead guilty to a felony, you will lose your right to 
perform jury service in Idaho during the period of your sentence? (ID. CONST. art 6, 
§ 3) YE81;l NOo 
39. Do you understand that if you plead guilty to a felony you will lose your right to 
purchase, possess, _or carry firearms? (I.C. § 18-310) YESQ NOo 
40. Do you understand th.at no one, including vour attorney, can force you to plead guilty 
i?- this- case? · YE~ NOo 
41. Are you pleading guilty freely and voluntarily? YESrf NOo 
42. Are you pleading guilty because you committed the acts alleged in the information or 
indic1ment? YE~ NOo 
43. If you were provided with an interpreter to help you fill out this form, have you had 
any trouble understanding your interpreter? YESo NOo NA~ 
44. Has any person (Including a law enforcement officer or police office or your 
attorney) threatened you ·or done anything to make you enter this plea against your 
will? YESo NOK 
If your answer is ''yes," what threats have been made and by whom? 
45. Other than in the plea agreement, has any person promised you that you will 
receive any special sentence, reward, favorable treatment, or leniency with regard to the 
~~~~~~ ~D~ 
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If your ahswer 1s ''yes," what proilllSes have been made and by whom? 
. 46. Do you understand that the only person who can promise what sentence you will 
actually receive is the Judge? YE~ NOo 
Has the Judge made any promises to you? YESo NOfo.._ 
47. Are you satisfied with your attorney? YEs{.t_ NOci 
48. Have you answered all questions on this Questionnarre truthfully and of your own 
free will? YEs;i:.._ NOo 
49. Have you had any trouble answering any of the questions in this form which you 
could not work out by discussin12: the issue with your attorney? YESo NO,. 
50. IF YOU ARE NOT A CITIZEN OF THE UNITED STATES, do you understand 
that by pleading guilty, or making factual ad.missions, this will trigger deportation or 
removal proceedings, meaning that you face being removed from the United States 
and returned to yom country of ori~ and losing your ability to obtain legal status in 
the United States, or denial of an application for United States citizenship? 
YESo NOo NAj__ 
Have von and your attorney discussed these issues? 
YESo NOo NA'tf,.. 
51. Do you swear under penalty of perjury that your answers to these questions are 
true and correct? YESj.. NO 
I have answered the questions on pages 1-8 of this Guilty Plea Advisory form truthfully. I 
understand all of the questions and answers herein, have discussed each question and answer 
with my attorney, and have completed this form freely and voluntarily. Furthermore, no one 
has threatened me to do so. 
Dated this '?J5 day of ~c.A.~ , 20 ~-
D 
I hereby acknowledge that I have discussed, in detail, the foregoing questions and answers 
with my clien~ · 
Scott Guilty Plea Form Page 8 of8 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7419 
f\10. 
A.M_--:-( I( _......::::-Fi~LELE~~S-----
JLJL D 1 2015 
CHR/STOPHE:H D RIC 
By SABP.HIJA STOKE~· Clerk 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN N. FISHER, 
Defendant. 
Criminal No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
STIPULATION FOR PLEA 
AGREEMENT 
_______________ .) 
COMES NOW, the parties, Eric R. Rolfsen, Attorney of Record for Shawn N. Fisher, 
and John S. Dinger, Ada County Prosecutor, and hereby stipulate and agree as follows: 
1. The defendant will plead guilty to Murder in the Second Degree, Felony, LC. § 
18-4001, 4002, 4003 (g). 
2. In exchange all other counts will be dismissed. 
3. This conditional plea of guilty is made pursuant to LC.R. 11 (a) (2) reserving in 
writing the right, on appeal from the judgment, to review the following specified 
rulings; 
a. The Court's denial of the Defendant's Motion to Declare LC. § 18-207 
and Repeal of LC. § 18-208 and 18-209 Unconstitutional and Objection to 
Access to Defendant by State's Experts. 
STIPULATION FOR PLEA AGREEMENT 
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• 
~A 
DATED, this :z_ ... $ day of June, 2015. 
n S. Dinger 
a County Prosecutor 
Eric R. Rolfsen 
Attorney for Defendant 
s 
Defendant 
-,~ 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
NO._-rir---;;;;-~----/ r.,... FILED A.M _ _,_,_ ...__P.M. ___ _ 
JUL O 1 2015 
CHR1ST0PH1::i1 0. RICH, Clerk 
By SABRlf\JA STOKES 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
AMENDED 
INFORMATION 
Defendant's DOB
Defendant's SSN:
JAN M. BENNETTS, Prosecuting Attorney, in and for the County of Ada, State of Idaho, 
who in the name and by the authority of the State prosecutes in its behalf, comes now into District 
Court of the County of Ada, and states that SHAWN NATHAN FISHER is accused by this 
Amended Information of the crimes of I. MURDER IN THE SECOND DEGREE, FELONY, LC. 
§18-4001, 4002, 4003(g); II. AGGRAVATED BATTERY, FELONY, LC. §18-903(a), 907(b); III. 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, FELONY, LC. §18-901(a), 905(a); IV. POSSESSION OF A 
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, FELONY, LC. §37-2732(c); V. USE OF A FIREARM DURING 
THE COMMISSION OF A CRIME, FELONY, LC. §19-2520; VI. POSSESSION OF A 
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, MISDEMEANOR, LC. §37-2732(c)(3); and VII. RESISTING OR 
AMENDED INFORMATION (FISHER), Page 1 
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OBSTRUCTING AN OFFICER, MISDEMEANOR, I.C. §18-705 which crimes were committed 
· as follows: 
COUNT! 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of February, 
2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did willfully, unlawfully, deliberately, with malice 
aforethought, but without premeditation, kill and murder Matthew Mohler-Kerns, a human being, 
by shooting him in the head with a .38 caliber revolver, from which he died. 
COUNT II 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of February, 
2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did willfully and unlawfully use force or violence 
upon the person of Raymond Ellis by means of a deadly weapon or instrument, to wit: by 
ramming his car into the car being operated by Raymond Ellis. 
COUNT III 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of February, 
2013, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did unlawfully and with apparent ability attempt to 
commit a violent injury upon the person of Raymond Ellis with a deadly weapon, to wit: by 
shooting a firearm at Raymond Ellis. 
COUNT IV 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 19th day of February, 
2013, in the County of Ada, State ofldaho, did unlawfully possess a controlled substance, to wit: 
amphetamine, a Schedule II controlled substance. 
COUNTY 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of February, 2013, in 
the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did use a firearm, to wit: a .38 caliber revolver, in the 
commission of the crimes alleged in Counts I and III. 
COUNT VI 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 19th day of February, 2013, in 
the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did unlawfully possess a controlled substance commonly 
known as "bath salts," to-wit: alpha-PVP, a Schedule I controlled substance, and/or 2,5-
dimethoxy-4-iodophenethylamine, a Schedule I controlled substance; and/or did unlawfully 
AMENDED INFORMATION (FISHER), Page 2 
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possess a controlled substance commonly known as "spice," to-wit: XLR-11, a Schedule I 
controlled substance, and/or JWH-122, a Schedule I controlled substance, and/or AM-2233, a 
Schedule I controlled substance, and/or JWH-210, a Schedule I controlled substance. 
COUNT VII 
That the Defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, on or about the 18th day of February, 2013, in 
the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did willfully resist and/or obstruct public officers, to wit: . 
Boise City Police Officers and/or Ada County Sheriff Deputies, in the discharge of a duty of their 
office, by fighting with a police dog being used by the officers to apprehend the Defendant, 
and/or by physically struggling and fighting with officers who were attempting to place the 
Defendant under arrest, and/or by refusing to obey lawful orders given by the officers to stop 
struggling and fighting with the officers. 
All of which is contrary to the form, force and effect of the statute in such case and against 
the peace and dignity of the State ofldaho. 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
AMENDED INFORMATION (FISHER), Page 3 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
· Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7419 
NO. -a.~ 
A.M. ____ F_1~1 ~ ~:?:: 
SEP 24 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
Sy MAURA OLSON 
OGPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN N. FISHER, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ .) 
Criminal No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
OBJECTION TO SENTENCING 
RECOMMENDATIONS IN VICTIM 
IMPACT STATEMENTS 
COMES NOW, the above-named Defendant, Shawn N. Fisher, by and through his 
Attorney of Record, the Ada County Public Defender's Office, Eric R. Rolfsen, handling 
attorney, and herby objects to Mr. Ross Kerns recommendation of a twenty-eight (28) year 
minimum sentence on page 13, last paragraph. 
The recommendation is inappropriate for a victim-impact statement and exceeds the plea 
agreement. This should be struck from the presentence report. 
!he defendant also objects to the recommendation by Mrs. Debbie Kerns of life in prison 
on page 16, first paragraph. 
OBJECTION TO SENTENCING RECOMMENDATIONS IN VICTIM IMPACT 
STATEMENTS Page 1 
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The recommendation is inappropriate for a victim impact statement and exceeds the plea 
offer. This also should be struck from the presentence report. 
DATED, this 24th day of September, 2015. 
Attorney for Defendant 
OBJECTION TO SENTENCING RECOMMENDATIONS IN VICTIM IMPACT 
STATEMENTS Page 2 
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• l '\ .. 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
~ HEREBY CERTIFY, that on the 24th day of September, 2015, I mailed a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing to the: 
John S. Dinger, Ada County Prosecutor 
by depositing the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
OBJECTION TO SENTENCING RECOMMENDATIONS IN VICTIM IMPACT 
STATEMENTS Page 3 
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scan I STOKES/ CROMWELL SEPT. 30 2015 Courtroom503 
Time Speaker Note 
9:00:00 AM I ICRFE13-002326 ST v SHAWN FISHER SENTENCING 
9:00:36 AM lJudge [Calls case for sentencing 
/Scott 1 . 
9:00:55 AM f [Counsel: Kai Wittwer/John Dinger // Eric Rolfsen/Brian Marx 
i ~ 
9:01 :52 AM tRolfsen !objects to statements by victims. Ask the recommendation of 
l \Mr. & Mrs. Kearns be striken. Purpose is to not recommend 
j !sentence. 
9:03:18 AM irnnger iResponds. Statements are appropriate . 
.... 9:05:'31 AM iRolfsen isubmits. 
9:05:33 AM iJudge ioverrules. Cites case law. 
lScott l 
9:08:10 AM 1Judge [Points out typo errors in PSI - pg 4 -text not test; pg 9 - car 
\ Scott ! not care 
9:09:27 AM 1Dinger [Restitution $8,711.84 
9:09:58 AM jRolfsen !No objection. 
9: 10: 14 AM f Judge jsigns order for restitition 
!Scott j 
9: 10:55 AM l Dinger f wm present victim impact statements at this time. 
9:11 :26 AM f Ray Ellis II !Makes statement. 
: : 
: : 
9:26:11 AM tNicholas !Makes statement. 
!Kearns l 
9:28:51 AM tHeather !Makes statement. 
!Jacobsen l 
9:31 :40 AM !Debbie [Makes statement. 
!Kearns l 
.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
9:38:44 AM \Ross lMakes statement. 
\Kearns l 
9:44:21 AM 1Dinger [No additional evidence from state. 
9:45:20 AM jRolfsen [Requests 10 recess 
9:45:29 AM jJudge jwm recess for 1 O min 
\Scott ! 
.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
9:45:47 AM !Judge !Resumes. 
!Scott l 
9:55:19 AM f [Lists materials reviewed 
.... 9:55:34 AM 1 !PSI report 6", rpt from Michael Estess, reprt 2/27/14 from Dr. 
l !Lyman, reprt from Chad Sombke, reprt 9/5/13 from Dr. 
l ! Beaver, 2 reports Dr. La Croix 9/6/13 & 5n /14 and transcript· l !from comptency hearing 2013 
9:57:18 AM I [counsel confirms all reports requested to be reviewed have 
1 \been so. 
9:57:57 AM }Brian Marx I 
! ~ 
9/30/2015 1 of 2 
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SCOTT I STOKES / CROMWELL SEPT. 30 2015 Courtroom503 
9:58:04 AM )Camille !Sworn. Takes stand. 
lLaCroix ! 
9:58:14 AM IMarx !Direct examines witness 
... 9:58:22 AM 1LaCroix ioccupation - forensic psychatrist. 
10:04:48 AM 1 jwas contacted by PD office to evaluate Mr. Fisher. 
! !Schizophrenia, major depressive disorder, meets criteria on 
! !several substance abuse issues as well. ; ~:~~:;;.~~,Marx ___ -1~::sses_ symptoms_ of_ schizophrenia. --------- __ 
10:34:03 AM iMarx I No additional witness. 
: ~:!::;;. ~~ i ~:is:n --i::::~::~:-:~~::~:::- ------- ------------
10:56:45 AM iFisher fMakes statements on own behalf. 
10:57:22 AM iJudge isentences: IDOC Life imprisonment. CTS 954. Appeal 
!Scott !rights. Return PSI. No fine imposed. Restitution as ordered. 
1 ~ 
··1·f·1f57 AM i [End of Case · ..................... · ·········· 
11:17:57AMt i 
11: 17:57 AM t I 
11:17:57 AM! i 
: : 
9/30/2015 2 of2 
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FILED l~ 
AM·----..i-:.M :,: ?:Q 
SEP 3 0 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KRISTI DUMON 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
DOB: 
SSN: 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-02326 
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION 
AND COMMITMENT 
On September 30, 2015, John Dinger and Kai Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for 
the County of Ada, State of Idaho, and the defendant, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, with his 
attorneys, Eric Rolfsen and Brian Marx, appeared before this Court for sentencing. The 
defendant was duly informed of the Amended Information filed against him for the crime of 
MURDER IN THE SECOND DEGREE, FELONY, LC. §§18-4001, 4002, 4003(g), committed 
on or about February 18, 2013, and his plea of guilty thereto on July 1, 2015 .. 
The defendant, and defendant's counsel, were then asked if they had any legal cause or 
reason to offer why judgment and sentence should not be pronounced against the defendant, and if 
the defendant, or defendant's counsel, wished to offer any evidence or to make a statement on behalf 
of the defendant, or to present any information to the Court in mitigation of punishment; and the 
Court, having accepted such statements, and having found no legal cause or reason why judgment 
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION AND COMMITMENT- PAGE 1 
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and sentence should not be pronounced against the defendant at this time; does render its judgment 
of conviction as follows, to-wit: 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the defendant is 
guilty of the crime of MURDER IN THE SECOND DEGREE, FELONY, LC. §18-4001, 4002, 
4003(g), and that he be sentenced pursuant to the Uniform Sentence Law of the State ofldaho, 
LC.§ 19-2513, to the custody of the State of Idaho Board of Correction to serve a determinate 
life sentence, with such sentence to commence immediately. 
Pursuant to LC. § 18-309, the defendant shall be given credit for the time already served 
' 
upon the charge specified herein of nine hundred fifty-four (954) days . 
. Counts II, III, IV, V, VI, and VII of the Amended Information are dismissed pursuant to 
the plea agreement. 
The defendant shall submit a DNA sample and right thumbprint impression to authorities 
pursuant to LC.§ 19-5506 within ten (10) days of this judgment. 
Pursuant to LC. § 37-2732(k) the defendant shall pay restitution in the amount of $8711.84, 
plus interest at the statutory rate of 5.375% per annum until paid in full. Restitution payments shall 
be made through the Clerk of the District Court. 
The defendant shall pay an amount to be determined by the Department of Correction, not to 
' 
exceed $100.00, for the cost of conducting the pre-sentence investigation and preparing the pre-
sentence investigation report. The amount will be determined by the Department and paid by the 
defendant in accordance with the provisions of LC.§ 19-2516. 
The defendant is remanded to the custody of the Sheriff of Ada County, to be delivered 
FORTHWITH by him into the custody of the Director of the State Board of Correction of the 
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION AND COMMITMENT- PAGE 2 
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State of Idaho. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Clerk deliver a certified copy of this Judgment and 
Commitment to the said Sheriff, which shall serve as the commitment of the defendant. 
NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APPEAL 
You, SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, are hereby notified that you have the right to appeal 
this order to the Idaho Supreme Court. Any notice of appeal must be filed within forty-two ( 42) 
days from the entry of this judgment. 
.You are further notified that you have the right to be represented by an attorney in any 
appeal, that if you cannot afford to retain an attorney, one may be appointed at public expense. 
Further, if you are a needy person, the costs of the appeal may be paid for by the State ofldaho. 
If you have questions about your appeal rights, you should consult your present lawyer. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
Dated this 301h day of September 2015. 
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION AND COMMITMENT- PAGE 3 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
-1h 
· I hereby certify that on the ;() day of September 2015, I mailed (emailed) a true and 
correct copy of the within instrument to: 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE 
VIA EMAIL 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER'S OFFICE 
VIA EMAIL 
ADA COUNTY JAIL 
VIA EMAIL 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION 
CENTRAL RECORDS 
VIA EMAIL 
PSI DEPARTMENT 
VIA EMAIL 
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION AND COMMITMENT- PAGE 4 
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... -
Jan M. Bennetts 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
John S. Dinger 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
Fax: (208)-287-7709 
NO·---~-:::::--~---
AM. ____ FILE..r:.~ lj: 3() 
SEP 3 0 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Ck:•'k 
By KRISTI DUMON 
l'.JEPllTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
Shawn Nathan Fisher, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
__________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-0002326 
ORDER FOR RESTITUTION 
AND JUDGMENT 
WHEREAS, on the ~o ~ day of se..,~W 1.o\t; , a Judgment of 
Conviction was entered against the Defendant, Shawn Nathan Fisher, and therefore 
pursuant to Idaho Code §19-5304 and based on evidence presented to this Court, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, that the Defendant, Shawn Nathan Fisher, shall make 
restitution to the victim(s) and/or law enforcement agency(ies) in the following amounts: 
ORDER FOR RESTITUTION AND JUDGMENT (F1SHER/CRFE20130002326}, Page 1 
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ELLIS RAYMOND DONNELL II 
VICTIMS COivIPENSATION PROGRAM 
TOTAL: 
$408.00 
$8,303.84 
$8,711.84 
Post judgment interest on said restitution amount will accrue from the date of this 
Order and Judgment at the rate specified in Idaho Code §28-22-104. 
FURTHER, pursuant to LC. §19-5305, this Order may be recorded as a judgment 
against the Defendant, Shawn Nathan Fisher, and the listed victim(s) may execute as 
provided by law for civil judgments. 
FURTHER, it is the responsibility of the Defendant to notify the Restitution 
Department (208-287-7700) if at any time a victim collects by means of the civil judgment. 
IT IS SO ORDERED . 
. ,~ ~ .. J. L_, 
DATED this~ day of_ ..---l,:x;.\'.-~---------2015. 
ORDER FOR RESTITUTION AND JUDGMENT (F1SHER/CRFE20130002326), Page 2 
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N& .. A~::: :; x .. ::!9.t' ·4-:::::::=r 
OCT O 9 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By CHRIS FRIES 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant-Appellant 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 _ 
Deputy Public Defender 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
. 
SHAWN N. FISHER, 
Defendant-Appellant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
TO: THE ABOVE-NAMED RESPONDENT, STATE OF IDAHO, AND THE CLERK 
OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1) The above-named Appellant appeals against the above-named respondent to 
the Idaho Supreme Court from the final decision and order entered against 
him in the above-entitled action on September 30, 2015, the Honorable Jason 
D. Scott, District Judge presiding. 
2) That the party has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the 
judgments or orders described in paragraph 1 above are appealable orders 
under, and pursuant to, IAR 11(c)(1-10). 
3) A preliminary statement of the issues on appeal, which the Appellant then 
intends to assert in the appeal, provided any such list of issues on appeal 
shall not prevent the Appellant from asserting other issues on appeal is: 
a) Did the district court abuse its discretion by imposing an excessive 
sentence? 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 1 
000289
b) Was it reversible error for the Court to permit the victim's to make 
sentencing recommendations? 
c) Should I.C. § 18-209 be declared unconstitutional, therefore allowing 
an insanity defense? 
d) Should the State be prohibited from access to the defendant as 
delineated in I.C. § 18-207? 
4) There is a portion of the record that is sealed. That portion of the record that 
is sealed is the pre-sentence investigation report (PSI). 
5) Reporter's Transcript. The Appellant requests the preparation of the entire 
reporter's standard transcript as defined by IAR 25(d). The Appellant also 
requests the preparation of the additional portions of the reporter's transcript: 
a) Entry of plea held July 1, 2015 (Court Reporter: Dianne Cromwell. 
Estimated pages: 50). 
b) Sentencing hearing held September 30, 2015 (Court Reporter: Dianne 
Cromwell. Estimated pages: 250). 
6) Clerk's Record. The Appellant requests the standard clerk's record pursuant 
to IAR 28(b)(2). In addition to those documents automatically included under 
IAR 28(b)(2), Appellant also requests that any exhibits, including but not 
limited to letters or victim impact statements, addenda to the PSI, or other 
items offered at the sentencing hearing be included in the Clerk's Record. 
7) I certify: 
a) That a copy of this Notice of Appeal has been served on the Court 
Reporter(s) mentioned in paragraph 5 above. 
b) That the Appellant is exempt from paying the estimated fee for the 
preparation of the record because the Appellant is indigent. (I.C. §§ 31-
3220, 31-3220A, IAR 24(e)). 
c) That there is no appellate filing fee since this is an appeal in a criminal 
case (I.C. §§ 31-3220, 31-3220A, IAR 23(a)(8)). 
d) Ada County will be responsible for paying for the reporter's transcript, 
as the client is indigent (I.C. §§ 31-3220, 31-3220A, IAR 24(e)). 
e) That service has been made upon all parties required to be served 
pursuant to IAR 20. 
DATED this 9th day of October 2015. 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
Eric R. Rolfsen 
Attorney for Defendant 
2 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 9th day of October 2015, I mailed (served) a true 
and correct copy of the within instrument to: 
Idaho Attorney General 
Criminal Division 
Joe R. Williams Bldg., 4th Fir. 
Statehouse Mail 
Idaho Appellate Public Defender 
PO Box 2816 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Dianne Cromwe11Dianne Cromwell 
Court Reporter 
Interdepartmental Mail 
John S. Dinger 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 3 
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RECEIVED 
OCT O 9 2015 
Ada County Clerk 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant-Appellant 
ERIC R. ROLFSEN, ISB #3731 
Deputy Public Defender 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
/ 
NO------;Fciiwm,o:---:~c::=---::--
A.M.----..P.M.-
OCT 1 6 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RlCH, Clerk 
By SABRINJ:; STOKES 
OE?UT'< 
· IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
SHAWN N. FISHER, 
Defendant-Appellant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2013-2326 
ORDER APPOINTING STATE 
APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER ON 
DIRECT APPEAL 
Defendant has elected to pursue a direct appeal in the above-entitled matter. 
Defendant being indigent and having heretofore been represented by the Ada County 
Public Defender's office in the District Court, the Court finds that, under these 
circumstances, appointment of appellate counsel is justified. The Idaho State Appellate 
Public Defender shall be appointed to represent the above-named Defendant in all 
matters pertaining to the direct appeal. ~ 
SO ORDERED AND DATED this \'3 day of October 2015. 
ORDER APPOINTING STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER ON DIRECT APPEAL 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, the undersigned authority, do hereby certify that I have 
mailed one copy of the Order Appointing State Appellate Public Defender on Direct 
Appeal as notice pursuant to the Idaho Rules to each of the parties of record in this 
case in envelopes addressed as follows: 
Idaho Attorney General 
Criminal Division 
Joe R. Williams Bldg., 4th Fir. 
Statehouse Mail 
Idaho Appellate Public Defender 
PO Box 2816 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
John S. Dinger 
Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
Interdepartmental Mail 
Ada County Public Defender 
Attn: Jennifer Vanderhoof 
Interdepartmental Mail 
Date: __ {)d __ . _/ &___,,_lrJ_IS_..---__ _ 
ORDER APPOINTING STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER ON DIRECT APPEAL 2 
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Stephen W. Kenyon 
Clerk of Supreme Court 
451 W State Street 
Boise, Idaho 83720 
In re: State of Idaho v. Shawn N. Fisher, Docket No. 43621 
Notice is hereby given that on Friday, October 30, 2015, I lodged a 
transcript of 122 pages in length for the above-referenced appeal with 
the district court clerk of Ada County in the Fourth Judicial District. 
The following files were lodged: 
Proceeding 7-1-2015 and Proceeding 9-30-2015 
' 
David Cromwell 
Tucker & Associates 
cc: sctfilings@idcourts.net 
PDF format of completed files emailed to Supreme Court 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE. OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant-Appellant. 
Supreme Court Case No. 43621 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk of the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of 
the State of Idaho in and for the County of Ada, do hereby certify: 
I 
That the attached list of exhibits is a true and accurate copy of the exhibits being 
forwarded to the Supreme Court on Appeal. 
I FURTHER CERTIFY, that the following documents will be submitted as 
CONFIDENTIAL EXHIBITS to the Record: 
1. Order for Delivery of Medical Records to the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
Pursuant to the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act and Idaho Code 19-
3004; ICR 17, Filed Under Seal, filed March 1, 2013.· 
2. Order for Delivery of Medical Records to the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's Office 
Pursuant to the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act and Idaho Code 19-
3004; ICR 17, Filed Under Seal, filed March 1, 2013. 
3. Transcript of Grand Jury proceedings held April 9, 2013, Boise, Idaho, filed 
June 17, 2013. 
4. Presentence Investigation Report. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the said 
Court this 24th day of November, 2015. 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
000295
EXHIBIT LIST 
I 
Ronald J. Wilper/ Inga Johnson 
Judge Clerk 
DATE: September 11, 2013 DISPOSITION: Competency Hearing 
CASE NO. CRFE13-02326 
State of Idaho John Dinger/ Kai Wittwer 
De u Prosecuting Attorne s 
Plaintiff , Attorney( s) 
VS. 
Shawn Fisher Gus Cahill/ Eric Rolfsen 
Deputy Public Defenders 
Defendant . Attorney(s) 
BY NO. DESCRIPTION STATUS 
St 1 ECTR report Adm-9/11/13 
St 2 Behavior track Adm-9/11/13 
Def A MacCat Test Adm-9/11/13 
Def B SERS2 Adm-9/11/13 
Def C Dr. Lacroix test Adm-9/11/13 
Def D Dr. Beavers report Adm-9/11 /13 
Def E Dr. Lacroix report summary Adm-9/11/13 
Exhibit List 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant-Appellant. 
Supreme Court Case No. 43621 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, the undersigned authority, do hereby certify that I have 
personally served or mailed, by either United States Mail or Interdepartmental Mail, one copy of 
the following: 
CLERK'S RECORD AND REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT 
to each of the Attorneys of Record in this cause as follows: 
STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
Date of Service: NOV 2 4 2015 
--------
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
LAWRENCE G. WASDEN 
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
,,, ......... ,,, 
CHRISTOPH~R !)· Rl~1\\ \UDICJ,1 1'',,, 
Clerk of the D1stnct <tqurt •• ••• .. •••./,a ",, 
~ o....'> • • ~ , ~ $ .• ':,1A.TE •. ~ ';, 
'{ . ~ 0 .. ~-?>'" \ .,, • 
·-· 
\>JJZ-:c.;~o 1' •n: By ., 0 • ....., .. / , . ~ -
- 0 • .. 
DeputyClerk ~ui,.\\ l ~E 
-.~. . -~~ 
,:. v;;J>. •• •• ~ ~ 
-:.., './(? ••••••••• G .. ~~ 
## /A, ~'\) ~ .... 
,,, 'Y AND FOR " ,.,, ,,, ,,, 
......... ,, 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
SHAWN NATHAN FISHER, 
Defendant-Appellant. 
Supreme Court Case No. 43621 
CERTIFICATE TO RECORD 
I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk of the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the 
State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing record in 
the above-entitled cause was compiled under my direction and is a true and correct record of the 
pleadings and documents that are automatically required under Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate Rules, 
as well as those requested by Counsel. 
I FURTHER CERTIFY, that the Notice of Appeal was filed in the District Court on the 
9th day of October, 2015. 
CERTIFICATE TO RECORD 
,,, ........ . 
CHRISTOPHER D. RIC~,,,,, \\'.l DICI,41,11'•,,, 
Clerk of the District Couft\<\~ ........... b/ n ',, .. 
"' "'• E • v~,. 
,: t-..,. •• ~r,,.'\'. ••  ,:. W "'~• S •r-:: .:::::, • .I.~ • ,;::::.. -.. 1-.J • '\"' • \. .. -e_~"' Q~- : .... § By , -- o • >-- ... 
~. '(\ .1-. .. Deputy Clerk ~ ,\)~ .• §:: ~ ;j, •• •• & $ 
-:. <;i:.; •• •• ... 
.. , '(;s,,, •••••••• <;;)'>:- .. .. , ~o ~ ..  
,,,,, IN AND tCi'\,,1' 
,,,-,, .. , .. ,,,, 
